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B: Did 5th district court was in error, bias or abuse discretion when it gave opinion on appeal in a case No: 
F0870504 and posted Incorrect Date on Opinion When Opinion Not Issued on 12/2/24 and when opinion given on feb 
, oq exhibit BIC- Did 5th district in error when Issued invalid Remittitur on feb 3 25 when opinion never issued or

waiver of oral argument in this case and the matter stands submitted as of the date of 'fXtettoSal
14th amendment amendments,due process) (Exhibit B) Did the lower courts errjn fa l'nS to renSto
conflicts and procedural irregularities, including the issuance of orders without prope
due process?
C: Whether the Tulare Superior Court showed error, bias and abused its discretion in the irulineI on Dec 5:23I ? (record 
on appeal 4051-4062), Nov 1523? (record on appeal 3398-4003)land a ruling onAugust22-23, A pp 
Mation^/record on appeal 2774-2789) and entering judgment on 11/30/25? ( Exhibit G) .
D- Did Dental Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California made erroneous and abuse-of 
discretion hOtoerDen^igOrder on reconsideration Petition issue on 21st day of August 23 (record on> appeal 
4208-4210) based on Petition reconsideration Aug 16 2023?id ophthalmology pat Compensated under imminent 

. _ain laaa Rnnm Co v Patterson (1879) when deprived of property or for economic injury? ( Exhibit D) rs m'rXi^20th 2023) based on Accusations that were brought on Aug 17 22?.(record on appeal 4122-4127,4128 4131)

Stal Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California made> erroneou 
discretion when issued Order compelling mental and physical «amm«flon^us06«U 
based on Petition to compelling mental and physical examination^ and prof code S820) filed on 06/24/zz i

g" Sid Dental IS/department of consumer affairs, state of California made ™o Rabuse

H-DiXnXrci of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California made erroneous and abuse of 
discretion when issued further “Notice of revocation due to non compliance with the evaluation on Oct13 23 while

XgedWSS and retaliatory
"duc[ State violations of the plaintiffs civil rights unde, 42 u.s.c. S -SSS.S37-.» U.S.C. S -M2. 1.

J:Kd tee tower courts demonstrate bias or abuse of discretion In their rulings, including tee denial of

H°dX^ concerns regarding the protection of whistleblowers and

vidafions^breTchof fiduciary d^tey, and retaliation under federal and ^ate laws, indud^ingtee^Sherman 

Antitrust Act, California’s Unfair Competition Law (UCL), and 42 U.S. . § ■ 9
JVferatee da"nW'sc?nXtlonal and civil fights, including First and Fourteenth Amendment.and 
iX rtghKoteted through aileged misconduct, conspiracy, and procedural irreguianbes by the

KHs the plaintiff entitled to remedies, including compensation and Injunctive relief, for harm caused by 
defamatton'fraud, retaliation, and violations of due process and equal protection under state and

federal laws?

. Question Presented :

obstructing judicial review of material errors?(Exhbhit A)

Suggestive Answer: YES
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IN THE SUPREME COURT Of THE UNITED STATE PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI•.

i?Qi 238 (dated July 23 25 ) based on 5th district opinion on appeal given on feb 3 25. Appel an

u- • * u DaHHnn z’s7X9777'ikeview on March 28 25 without resolving jurisdiction
error, abuse discretion and show bias in striking Petition (S2 9 F0870504 inc(uding posting an incorrect date
conflict arising from the 5th Distnct Court s improper handl g inaccurate date all in violation of the Fourteenth 
(December 2.2024) In its opinion, issuing = XTXJSiart te alleging error and biased by

tirne^o petitioner on feb 3 25 attached with remittitur .therefore invalid remittitui^issued 'n erroj 
remittitur cannot be issued the same date as opinion ) as well date of opinion dec 23 24 W 
error and need to be corrected. Sth district typed wrong and' date o

established that the opinion not issued on 12/ Remittitur on Feb 3 25 which is erroneously
violate due process right of the appellant. The Issuance of Remittrtur on Feb 3 25 whicn^

Appellant is filing petition for writ of that will

's^m^

the Supreme Court judges.The Supreme cou*I to hQut providing any |egai authority undermines
amendment, due process violation and^° ,̂8D^sj0Si rendered without referencing applicable laws or precedents lack 
the right to procedural fairness and transparency.Decisio . omission not only violates principles of due process
the foundation required to substantiate <wm S sISSs andZ !ule of law. By failing to address or 
but also undermines confidence in the Court s adherence fl authority. Without jurisdiction, any decision
resolve the jurisdictional conflicts present in the caejthe (*urt VCu298300 filed in the tulare superior
rendered is void and constitutes an abuse of powe . P dpration petition issue on 21 st day of August 23 based on
court on May 15 2023 before Order Denying Order Snfomia, department of consumer affairs, state of
Petition reconsideration Aug 16 2023 as well as before en a ^oard ° ^ugust 2n(J 23) baSed on the administrative 
California made erroneous and abuse of disc e a®J2O8^2io) (dated June 20th 2023) based on Accusations that were sxx:x^^-3:)=^doSS«XrdS£^

errors.Also requesting lo Judicial Ravlow.for Harm- If the petitioner suffered economic Injury or reputational



based on Petition to compelling mental and physical examination(bus and prof code S820) filed on 06/24/22 (record on 
appeal 4258-4265).therefore appellant is requesting relief from the court to Vacate the Order Compelling Mental and 
Physical Examination issued on June 24, 2022, as it was issued without jurisdiction, due process, or legal authority Reverse 
All Related Decisions:The administrative judge’s proposed decision and order., The Dental Board’s adoption of the proposed 
decision.Restore the Petitioner’s RightsiReinstate the petitioner’s professional license and clear their record of any adverse 
findmgs.Provide Injunctive Relief:Prevent the Dental Board from taking further retaliatory or discriminatory actions against 
the petitioner. Compensate for Damages: Award compensation for economic injury, reputational harm, and emotional 
distress caused by the Board’s actions. Tulare superior court, 5th district and supreme court failed to recognize 
that Proceeding occur under administrative board and dental board/consumer board were without jurisdiction, with no legal 
authority in violation of Article III of the Constitution, initiated on Ophthalmology Patient by obtaining an inadmissible 
privileged informationjwithout consent and knowledge of her patient) from patient ophthalmologist by breaching 
Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member patient Privacy Rights Act of 2020 (CPRA),Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA). Medical Information Act (CMIA -violation of California’s Health & Safety Code §1364.5 as 
well as in violation of 3.1.1,3.2,3.3 Chapter 3 opinion on privacy, violation of confidentiality and medical record 
AMA principles of Medical Ethics I, IV, without serving petition of intrusive mental exam (unconstitutional, 
violation of Articlel, section 1 of the Ca Constitution, violated Universal Citation: CA Civ Pro Code § 
473.5 (2020) (a)) to an ophthalmology patient before issuance of order, further disregarding 
Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public motion to vacate , strike/demurrer (which was 
never heard) on mental exam(due process violation and equal protection violation,Article 6: 
Administrative Adjudication Bill of Rights (§ 11425.10) violation) and deprived Ophthalmology 
Patient from chance proceeding.Judge Sean Gevin made erroneous finding/ ruling based on bus and 
prof code S1601.2 of dental practice act when Judge Sean himself established established that 
Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member patient did not violate dental practice act (no jurisdiction)^ Above acts 
are in violation of the 7th,4th,14th,5th 1st Amendment Rights of Ophthalmology 
Patient/consumer/member of Public .Judge hillman failed to withdraw despite the appearance of bias 
and personal interest involved in the controversy of this case and violated constitutional due process 
rights of Petitioner/ ophthalmology patients (Catchpole v. Brannon)..1Eetition is presenting a question 
of law for the Us Supreme court on issues of public, government, constitutional importance, 
public right, equal right, civil rights violations, , racial justice and Petitioner/Ophthalmology patient 
right to petition the government without discrimination or performing public duty such as participating as 
witness in court proceedings without retaliation .and requesting the US Supreme Court to make a 
decision based on their individualized evaluation, guided by the principles of law. The lower 
courts has decided federal questions in a way or entered a decision in conflict with the other United States court 
decision in the same important matter.The Petitioner/Ophthalmology patient, consumer and public has 
special interest and Beneficial interest that can be protected through the WRIT.There is a question of 
law( De Novo) to this case for which the Supreme court makes an independent determination of the 
legal issues without giving deference to the lower courts opinions. The Entire evidence and record was not 
examined for fairness, reasonableness and proportionality in the overall scheme of the law.. Here the lower 
Court's decision is not within the realm of what a reasonable trier of fact could find.Lower courts failed to meet 
standard when presented fabricated, disputed, speculative facts and concealed material relevant facts of 
record to reach (erroneous) decision . Lower courts departed from the accepted and usual course of judicial 
proceedings.Shelby County v. Holder and Citizens United v. FEC, the Courts.XFurthermore
Petitioner/Ophthalmology Patient, Member of Public filed appeal F087504 in a 5th District Court based on 
ruling on Dec 5 23 ? (record on appeal 4051-4062) .ruling on Nov 15 23 (record on appeal 3398-4003) and ruling on August 
22-23, Anti Slapp Motion(record on appeal 2774-2789). Above decision of the supreme court of California , 5th district court, 
Tulare superior court, Administrative board as well as dental board of California is erroneous, abuse of discretion and biased 
and were outside the bounds of reason and made without consideration of all the circumstances 
presented before it and improperly resolved genuine issues of material fact and disregarded the 
evidence.(Conspiracy to interfere with Civil Rights 42 USC $1985, 18 USC,$371 (conspiracy to defraud the 
united states), S1512(K) Conspiracy to obstruct official proceeding, 18 U.S.C.SS1512(C)(2),(attempt to 
obstruct official proceeding) ,18 USC S241 (conspiracy against right)
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IN THE SUPREME COURT Of THE UNITED STATES 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner resnectfullv request that writ of certiorari issued tO review thfi 
judgment below cases From State Courts;

OPINION BELOW
Did the suoreme court of California in error, abuse discretion and show bias when denied writ petition S291238 on July 23,2025, without 

from Case No. F087504 as we» related writ peBons S289777 (Omen, anr Bngstan S28777 
are already submitted and reviewable in Case S291238, as attached with letter in Exhibit B dated June “ml ?in be pulled from 
case S289777 and S290544) These cases raised unresolved constitutional questions which were earned into S291238, wh®re 
“ema“?dX and cleS-issued rulings obstructed merit review and triggered administrative interference? (See Appendix/Exh.bit A.)

Did 5th district court was in error, bias or abuse discretion when it gave opinion on appeal in a case No.
F0870504 and posted Incorrect Date on Opinion When Opinion Not Issued on 12/2/24 and when
opinion given on feb 3 25 ? (Exhibit B).

Did the Tulare Superior Court in error, bias and abuse its discretion in the ruling in the case 
vcu298300 on Dec 5 23 ? (record on appeal 4051-4062), Nov 15 23 ? (record on appeal 
3398-4003) and a ruling on August 22-23, Anti Slapp Motion?(see record on appeal 
2774-27890)and erroneous entered notice of entry of judgment on nov 30 23?((Exhibit C)

.Did Dental Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California made 
erroneous and abuse of discretion in Order Denying Order on reconsideration Petition 
issue on 21st day of August 23 based on Petition reconsideration Aug 16 2023?(See 
Appendix/Exhibit D)

Did the Administrative judge make abuse of discretion and erroneously Propose decision 
and Order (dated June 20th 2023) based on Accusations that were brought on Aug 17 
22?.(record on appeal 4122-4127,4128-4131/See Appendix/Exhibit E)

Did Dental Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California made 
erroneous and abuse of discretion when issued Order compelling mental and physical 
examination(bus and prof code S820) on 06/24/22 based on Petition to compelling mental 
and physical examination(bus and prof code S820) filed on 06/24/22 ?(record on appeal 
4258-4265/See Appendix/Exhibit F)Were the plaintiffs Fourteenth Amendment rights to due 
process and equal protection violated by the defendants' actions, including the issuance of a 
mental examination order without proper service or legal authority?! Exhibit F)
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JURISDICTION:

The date on which the Supreme court of California denied case no S291238 on July 23 25 A coov 
decision appears at (Appendix Exhibit A)

The Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C S 1257(a)
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISION:

We are not bound to accept the Board's factual findings where they are illogical, unreasonable, or 
improbable Insurance Co. of North America v. Workers Comp. Appeals Bd. (1981) where they do not 
withstand scrutiny when considered in light of the entire record (Duke v. workers comp. Appeals Bd. (1988) 204 
Cal. App. 3d 455,460 [251 Cai.Rptr. 185]),1.) Fourteenth Amendment rights that prohibits state deprivation of 
"life,liberty, or property without due process of law." ( Dent v. West Virginia (1889) 129 U.S. 114,121, 9 S.Ct. 
231, 32 L.Ed. 623.). Right to practice her profession is both a property right (ibid .) and a liberty right ( 
Conn v. Gabbert(1999) 526 U.S. 286,119 S.Ct. 1292,143 L.Ed.2d 399 ) These provisions guarantee 
appropriate procedural protections [citation] and also place some substantive limitations on legislative 
measures [citations]. The latter guaranty-sometimes described as substantive due process-prevents 
government from enacting legislation that is ‘arbitrary’ or 'discriminatory' or lacks ‘a reasonable relation to 
a proper legislative purpose.’ [Citation.]” (Kavanau, supra, 16 Cal.4th at p. 771, 66 Cal.Rptr.2d 672, 
941 P.2d 851.) Due process requires that before one disciplined by deprival or abridgement of the right to 
engage in his business or profession, he be given reasonable notice of the charges against him, a notice 
of the time and place of a hearing, and thereafter a fair hearing on the charges. (Fort v. Board of Medical 
Quality Assurance (1982) 136 Cal. App.3d 12, 23,185 Cal. Rptr. 836) Violation of ARTICLE 6: 
Administrative Adjudication Bill of Rights§ 11425.10 failed to follow required procedures and rights of 
persons affected. Therefore any “Accusation” based on not complying with the order. The agency, in its 
discretion, can sustained demurrer on a showing of good cause. As used in this subdivision, good cause 
includes, but is not limited to, any of the following:(1) Failure of the person to receive notice served 
pursuant to Section 11505. ( § 11520(c).Standing is a constitutional requirement. Article III of the 
Constitution grants the judiciary the power to hear “cases” and “controversies.” This means actual cases 
and controversies, not merely hypothetical ones,ensuring that courts act within their jurisdiction and 
adhere to procedural fairness.” Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife (90-1424), “Constitutional Validity is on 
question of mental examination on ophthalmology patients, members of the public and consumer/Petition 
by breaching pt confidentiality see citation Review Dept. 1991) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 424(5))Jn the 
case of Miller v. Board of Medical Quality Assurance (1987),challenged the constitutionality of 
Business and Professions Code section 2296, which required him to undergo a psychiatric examination 
without a prior hearing. The court found that this provision violated due process rights, as it did not 
provide an opportunity for a hearing before the examination was ordered: (Himmel v. State Bar (1971) 4 
Cal.3d 786,793-794.).. Review Dept. 1991) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 424)..There is a question to 
Constitutional Validity of mental examination as it does not serve the interest of government and public [5] 
A court of record may declare a statute unconstitutional. An administrative agency is prohibited from doing 
so by article III, section 3.5 of the California Constitution, but "remains free to interpret the existing 
law in the course of discharging its statutory duties." (Regents of Univ, o f Cal. v. Public Employees 
Relations Bd. (1983) 139 Cal.App.3d 1037,1042, original emphasis)..the board failed to prove the 
plaintiffs culpability by “convincing proof and to a reasonable certainty. “Emslie v. State Bar (1974) 11 
Ca1.3d 210, 226; Furman v. State Bar(1938) 12 Ca1.2d212, 229-230.)Since the right to practice law for 
an attorney accused of mental incapacity is as important as the right to practice law for an attorney 
accused of actual wrongdoing, we interpret the clear and convincing evidence standard applied in Conway. 
;see also Review Dept. 1991) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 424 Article), section 1 of the California Constitution includes privacy 
among the inalienable rights of the people. I See also Schottenstein v. Schottenstein (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1980) 384 So.2d 
933,936 (mere showing that the children of a divorced couple were upset after visiting their father was not 
sufficient grounds for requiring them to undergo mental examinations, which constituted 
invasions of privacy and were tolerable only upon a showing of good cause) The California 
Supreme Court has made it clear that a determination of mental incompetency does not require 
psychiatric examination:Kees's privacy rights were violated. Therefore, the direction to undergo 
a second psychiatric examination was not valid, and Kees was not obligated to follow it. (in re 
Berry (1968)68 Cai.2d 137,149 [ 65 Cai.Rptr. 273,436 p.2d 273] 273: the United States Supreme Court vacated an 
order requiring a bus driver to undergo a mental examination.) After Schlagenhauf, a federal district court 
prohibited mental examination Of mentally retarded defendants in a negligence action precisely because 
of federal rule 35(a)'s "good cause" requirement and the right of privacy. (See Marroni v. Matey (E.D.Pa. 
1979) 82 F.R.D. 371.)See also Universal Citation: CA Civ Pro Code § 473.5 (2020) (a) When service of 
a summons has not resulted in actual notice to a party in time to defend the action and a default or default
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judgment has been entered against him or her in the action, he or she may serve and file a notice of 
motion to set aside the default or default judgment and for leave to defend the action: Entitled to 
Compensation for loss or deprivation of money or property or for economic injury (Kwikset Corp. v. 
Superior Court (2011). Shelby county v holder and highly controversial citizen united v FEC and has sparked 
ongoing debates about the influence of money in politics. Mathews v. Becerra (2019) 8 Cal.5th 756,768.where 
Court found therapist violated the patients' right to privacy under the California Constitution, See Patient 
Privacy Rights Act of 2020 (CPRA),Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA). 
(CMIA -violation of California’s Health & Safety Code §1364.5 as well 3.1.1,3.2,3.3 Chapter 3 opinion on 
privacy, confidentiality and medical record AMA principles of Medical Ethics I, IVIn the Cameron case the 
court rejected tire Depar tment of Motor Vehicles contention that the entire adjudicative process for suspension 
of operator's licenses, including judicial review, was governed by the APA.Cameron v. Cozens (1973) 30 
Cal.App.3d 887 [ 106 Cal.Rptr. 5371. court determined that the proper approach for judicial review was a 
petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure, which does not have a 
built-in period of limitations. Here Administrative orders are void as rendered without fundamental jurisdiction fn. 9 
(City and County of San Francisco v. Ang (1979) 97 Cal. App. 3d 673, 677-679 [159 Cal.Rptr. 56]) or in excess Of the 
agency's statutory powers, also referred to as in excess of its jurisdiction. (Aylward v. State Board etc. 
Examiners (1948); B. W. v. Board of Medical Quality Assurance (1985); City and County of San Francisco v. 
Padilla (1972). As a general rule, acts of courts or agencies undertaken wholly without the power 
to do so may be collaterally attacked at any time without regard to a statute of limitations. 
(See, e.g., Armstrong v. Armstrong (1976) 15 Cal. 3d 942, 950 [126 Cal. Rptr. 805, 544).Statute of limitations 
was tolled during pendency of the other remedies:£7faws v. Derby (1974\ See California
Standardis ed Sires Stakes Com., Inc. v. California Horse Racing Bd where certain board members were found to 
have a conflict of interest and were disqualified from voting on an application.. See u.s. Supreme Court, “28 
u.S.C. § 1367 (d) rArtis v. District of Columbia. In this opinion, the Court held that bringing state claims in 
federal court stops the clock on the statute of limitations for those claims. Addison, supra, 21 Cai.3d at p. 
321,146 Cal.Rptr. 224,578 p.2d 941.) .(See e.g., People v. cowan (2010) a fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic requirement 
of due process and a appellant has due process rights under both the state and federal constitutions to be 
tried by an impartial judge, Accordingly, an appellate court applies the independent standard of review. 
(People v. Cromer (2001) 24 Cai.4th 889,901.) Whether or not judicial misconduct has occurred is evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis (equal protection under law under article 1 section 7 as pertains to the Declaration of 
Rights, 14th amendment violation, See also 1st, 4th,14th . 7th and 5th amendment rights),^Judicial 
disqualification statutes are “not solely concerned with the rights of the parties before the court but [arej 
also 'intended to ensure public confidence in the judiciary.” (Freeman, supra, 47 Cal.4th at pp.
1000-1001, citing Curie v. Superior Court (2001) Herbert v. Lando (1979): Court acknowledged that 
discovery can be exploited to the disadvantage of justice. Equal Protection Clause 
(Fourteenth Amendment):Ensures that all individuals are treated equally under the law.See 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5:Governs judicial review of administrative decisions 
and mandates that courts ensure decisions are supported by substantial evidence and comply with due 
process. California Code of Civil Procedure Section 473.5:Allows a party to seek relief from a 
judgment or order if they did not receive proper notice, which could apply to claims about incorrect dates 
and improper service.California Constitution, Article VI, Section 13:Prohibits courts from disregarding 
procedural errors that result in a miscarriage of justice, supporting arguments about the impact of errors 
on due process.California Code of Civil Procedure Section 170.1 Addresses judicial disqualification for 
bias or conflict of interest, which could support claims about judicial impartiality.(Conspiracy to interfere 
with Civil Rights 42 USC $1985,18 USC,$371 (conspiracy to defraud the united states), S1512(K) Conspiracy 
to obstruct official proceeding, 18 U.S.C.SS1512(C)(2),(attempt to obstruct official proceeding) ,18 USC 
S241 (conspiracy against right). Medical malpractice , Will Full Negligence,Professional Negligence,Breach 
Of fiduciary Duty, (in violation of bus and prof code S 52 1601.2, S2000) unreasonable restraint on trade, 
Antitrust activity(Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890 ) , unfair competition law Business and Professions Code 
Section 17200, also known as California’s Unfair Competition Law (“UCL”), equal protection claim, 
Conspiracy 18 USC S1512K, $15212(C)(2),18 USC S241, Defamation, Intentional infliction of emotional 
distress, Punitive damages, FEHA ACT and UNRUH ACT Retaliation, breach of contract, Personal injury, 
Fraud California Penal Code Section 53,.California Civil Code §1572 .A-VIOLATION OF THE FIRST 
AMENDMENT TOTHEUNITEDSTATE AMENDMENT THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION (42 U.S.C. § 1983), VIOLATION OF 
ARTICLE 1 §§ 2, 3 OF THE CA CONST CAL. CODECOV. PRO.§ 527),42 U.S.C. §1983, part of the Civil Rights Act.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE:

Petitioner/ Samreen Farid Riaz in this case is in the shoes of Ophthalmology patient, consumer, member of 
public, a woman of color, an immigrant, a 0.2 percent Muslim minority of Asian descent ( happens to also hold a 
professional dental license)..Petitioner/(Ophthalmology patient, Consumer, Member of public) Dental license was 
in in good standing all the time since the Petitioner/Zophthalmology patient was issued the license in April 2013, 
until the Dental Board joined Petitioner's /(Ophthalmology patient, consumer, member of public) Ophthalmologist 
(named Steven Cantrel) and breach Patient Privacy rights. (HIPAA) rights, patient confidentiality rights .Defendant 
filed petition on mental exam without serving petition of (in violation of Articlel, section 1 of the California 
Constitution,_in violation of CA Civ Pro Code § 473.5 (2020) (a)) intrusive unconstitutional mental exam to an 
ophthalmology patient before issuance of order on mental exam.Defendant further disregarded or not heard later 
Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public filed motion to vacate , strike/demurrer on mental exam(due 
process violation and equal protection violation .Article 6: Administrative Adjudication Bill of Rights (§ 
11425.10) violation) and deprived fair chance of proceeding.Judge Sean Gevin made erroneous finding and ruling 
based on bus and prof code S1601.2 of dental practice act ( business and professions code section 1600) 
when Judge Sean himself established established that OphthalmologyPatient/consumer/member patient 
did not violate dental practice act( Lack jurisdiction) .Lower Courts Disregarded the fact that Alan L 
Felsenfeld, MA, DDS (dental board president) who issued solely (not presented to the board members) various 
orders( on mental exam, Accusation, revocation) is a competitor as a dentist in market with 
Petitioner/Ophthalmology patient and at the time of issuance of (Accusation, revocation) order has dispute and 
conflict of interest with the ophthalmology patient due to name as a defendant in the case vcu298300 (May 15 
23). In Addition , Alansfelsfield has no legal authority that authorize him to solely made order by accepting order 
and proposed decision Of (from now on AJL) Administrative law judge, negligently made order on Ophthalmology 
Patient/consumer/member of Public and failed to recuse when has conflict of interest due to ongoing dispute with 
ophthalmology patient in the case vcu298300.ln Addition no good cause mentioned for Mental exam other than 
Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public exercising her 1st amendment or civil rights.Above acts are 
in violation of the 7th,4th,14th,5th 1st Amendment Rights of Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of 
Public .In this case the public(public interest harmed) gets harmed by retaliatory proceedings on Patient of 
ophthalmology who is a witness in court proceedings in osha, hipaa and public safety matters . Judge hillman 
failed to withdraw despite the appearance of bias and personal interest involved in the controversy of this case 
and violated constitutional due process rights of Petitioner/ ophthalmology patients and violated public 
policy.(Catchpole v. Brannon).Judge Hillman erroneously denied the plaintiffs demurrer/Strike the defendant's affirmative 
defenses in the July 2024 ruling, despite the defenses being clearly defective. On June 18, 2024, Judge Hillman 
obstructed the discovery process (18 U.S. Code Chapter 73) through an erroneous ruling on the motion to 
compel, In August 2024, Judge Hillman's ruling on tolling and the statute of limitations was based on false 
fact-finding when statute of limitations not applicable and can be collaterally attacked at any time (Armstrong v. 
Armstrong, 1976). The DBCA/AJL lacks jurisdiction over the ophthalmology patient. Inadition petitions filed 
within the statute of limitations when apply tolling remedies (Elkins v. Derby, 1974).The erroneous rulings are 
attributed to JudQe Hillman s personal, direct, and indirect involvement in th© controversy of th© plaintiff’s cssc 
(Herbert v. Lando, 1979).The Supreme Court of California struck the Petition (S289777) for review on March 28, 
2025, without addressing the jurisdictional conflict arising from the 5th District Court's mishandling of case No. 
F0870504. This included posting an erroneous date (December 2, 2024) on its opinion, and issuing a remittitur 
based on the incorrect date, which violated the appellant’s Fourteenth Amendment due process rights. The 5th 
District Court's opinion, first served and issued to the petitioner on February 3, 2025, was attached with the 
remittitur. The remittitur was invalidly issued in error, as it cannot be issued on the same date as the opinion. 
Additionally, the December 23, 2024, date on the opinion was a clerical mistake and requires correction. On 
December 2, 2024, the appellant only received an "ORDER” approving the waiver of oral arguments, further 
establishing that no opinion was issued on this date. This represents an extraordinary attempt to commit fraud 
and violate the appellant's due process rights. Consequently, the issuance of the remittitur on February 3, 2025, 
erroneously marked the finality of a court decision that was officially issued on December 2, 2024.(Conspiracy to 
interfere with Civil Rights 42 DSC $1985, 18 USC, S1512K, 18 USC S241).PIaintiff in this case is 0.2 
percent muslim immigrant minority, women of color, patient, member of public, consumer, court witness .Plaintiff is 
a witness in court proceedings in OSHA, hipaa violation and public safety issues, see complaint paragraph 44-51, 
313-377 record on appeal 24-145, record on appeal pg 24-145 ,3067-3075, 3056-3058,3064-3066). DBCA was
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nrovided admissible evidence Cathy Meadow’s testimony establishes the plaintiff is going thru whistleblower 
activities due to her testifying in matter of public safety issue in the court,. ( Feb 2021), DR Sievert testimony 
demonstrating that the Plaintiff was competent to participate in the trial and work as a dentist without resiJrict,on- 
(record on appeal pg 4122-4127 . Petition on mental exam established that cantrell concern was his pt health 
and not wider interest of public .Defendant cantrell did not state to DBCA that the document he is producing is to 
protecting public but to establish that the ophthalmology allegation against defendant cantrell is un^e(®®" 
preservation). "Specifically,Declaration Ms Riaz attorneys and Altura centers for health attorneys filed regarding 
MS Riaz mental Competency to participate in trial.These Declaration helped establish that Ms Riaz allegations 
against me were Untrue”.( Plaintiff / ophthalmology patient/member of public/consumer would like court to take 
judicial notice pursuant to evidence code judicial notice 452 declaration pg 8-9 Plaintiff Request Forjudicial 
Notice In Support Of Plaintiff Opposition To Defendant Cantrell Demurrer, Motion To Stakes Based On Portion Of 
Plaintiff's Complaint-Aug 8 22/record on appeal 1082-1084,(record on appeal 4258-4265)).Cantrell an 
ophthalmologist of Patient harmed the patient/consumer (violated Medical practice act when breach 
ophthalmology Patient Privacy right (California Privacy Rights Act of 2020), (CPRA), patient confidentiality 
(Confidentiality of Medical Information Act (CMIA) and HIPAA breach(Healtl-' usc
Accountability Act of 1996) by conspiring(Conspiracy Civil Rights 42 USC $1985, 18 USC, S1512K, 18 USC 
S241)) with The state defendant for potential Pretextual witness tampering and intimidation of court witness in 
public health and safety matters and obstruction of justice (18 usc section 1512(c) (2)) purposes ancI State 
defendant further based on above misconduct initiate proceeding under section 820 hidden from plaintiff to 
obtained order from psychological exam from board president license dentist / alan felsenfeld (competitor in 
market) violated section code 1600.
Petitioner’s writ petition in S291238, denied by the California Supreme Court on July 23 2025, stems 
from a broader pattern of jurisdictional conflicts, administrative interference, and unresolved 
constitutional violations originating in prior filings S298777, S290544, and appellate case F0870504. 
In S298777, the California Supreme Court clerk struck the petition over labeling discrepancies 
despite timely filings and Appellant’s clarification that a “petition for review was intended not 
certiorari—thus evading merit-based review and further Subsequent Further premature closure of 
S298777—despite pending reconsideration and amended filings—demonstrates clerical overreac 
that bypassed judicial authority and obstructed resolution of jurisdictional and constitutional 
compounded by clerk-issued orders (S289777) lacking judicial authority obstructed equitable access 
to review and implicated violations under Mathews v. Eldridge, Harris y. Nelson, and' ^nisminic Ltd . 
FCC S291238 also discussed error stemmed from Clerk interference in the case S289777 caused 
Appellant to prematurely, filed a writ of certiorari S290544 on April 28, 2025 that lead to .bypassing 
crucial state-level review or petition review (as clerk refusal to permit petition review in S289777), 
leaving the record undeveloped and administrative misconduct unexamined—by pass procedural 
safeguards and constitutional accountability.Petition Reconsideration filed in s290544 on May 7 25, 
yet S290544 case closed by the clerks on May 07 25 after the filing of reconsideration without judge 
hearing writ or petition reconsideration on its merits (violated constitutional protection) .contradicting 
past set precedent see S289777, Establishing Procedural Inconsistencies) & without providing 
enough time for petitioner to refile writ under 14,000 words after denial and merit based review and 
violated constitutional due process in this case
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W REASON FOR GRANTING THE PETITION:

(procedural irregularities, premature closure, andL^erk  20249 deSDite serving it on February 3, 2025 with the

The Supreme Court of California failed to res j .mdorminps the intearitv of the judicial process and 
mishandling of case No. F0870504. This unresolvedI is maintained.The appellant's Fourteenth Amendment 
warrants review to ensure proper junsdictional> °un . f a remittitur based on an incorrect date and
right. to P^^^X^oinion Th^ of a fair °PPortunity t0
the failure to provide adequate notice of the op • and December 23, 2024) on the opinion and
challenge the decision.The erroneous dates ( ^±d process as. The claim of an
remittitur raise senous concerns about the accuracy a . court intervention The issuance of the
extraordinary attempt to commit frqgd.further hig ig decision that was not properly issued on
remittitur on February 3, 2025, erroneously marked the»^£”d™sion and necessitates 
December 2, 2024. This procedural ^®9u'an^undef^!"e® ^®®9de n„Hic tmst in the judicial system. Granting

challenges.The Court shouldgrant "• . P Ps not on|y erroneous but Petitioner presenting a

proceedings.). All Lower uouns r ail u .. .. in violation Of Article III of the Constitution (s raises critical
board/consumer board was without jurisdiction, with no 9 hvobtainina inadmissible privileged information(without 
questions about judicial overreach), initiated on OphthaImology  . ,y. hjng Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member

Accountability Act of 1996

California’s Health & Safety Code §1364.5 as we as inwioua ‘°n Ethics | |V The petitioner asserts that
violation of confidentiality and medical record,AM A Pnnc P'®® °™®dl “* ^ss vio|atjon) including failure to
critical procedural safeguards were ignored,(Procedural Errors  serve petition of (unconstitutional, vlolation of *’ J . mental exam to ophthalmology patient before

established established that Ophthalmology PatienVconsumer/member patien did not Violate P . . .

AlaTbFdse SfeT^DDS (de^tSboTrd president^who issued solely (not by the board members) various 

orders( on mental exam, Accusation, revocation) is a competitor°asa dents: in' Qf jnterest witb the
Petitioner/Ophthalmology patient and at the time> o ,asu^ 15 23) California Standardbred
ophthalmology patient due to name a? a defend th w (19<7) A|ansfelsfield has no legal authority

ophthalmology pahent Ih lhe case ycu^OO.in Addition
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no good cause mentioned for Mental exam other than Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public 
exercising her 1st amendment or civil rights and witness in osha and hippa matter in a court proceedingsf In re 
Berry (1968)68 Cal.2d 137,149 [ 65 Cal.Rptr. 273, 436 P.2d 273] 273): DBCA instead of investigating Officer 
Tippin reported misconduct such as misrepresented himself as police officer in an unannounced visit to 
ophthalmology patient house (for retaliatory and discriminatory intent) and coincidence of similarities in date of 
visit of tippin and the complaint filed against cantrell MD by the ophthalmology patient in the past april, .failure to 
provide opportunity to ophthalmology patient attorney to respond, officer made false statement and other 
harassing misconduct including failure to leave the private residence on request, shouting .hitting the door of 
Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public.Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public 
requested continuance of hearing on May 18 23 for a good cause (extraordinary circumstances ) along with 
evidence that Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public attorney kathy and mosses stopped 
responding and answering calls and email however administrative board declined the request and held on may 22 
23 hearing without providing Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public due process and fair hearing 
rights.Also, Documents from DBCA were not under respondent name. Above acts are in violation of the 
7th,4th,14th,5th 1st Amendment Rights of Ophthalmology Patient/consumer/member of Public .In this case the 
public gets harmed by retaliatory proceedings on Patient of ophthalmology who is a witness in court proceedings 
in osha, hipaa and public safety matters and in fact harmful to the public interest. The case involves broader 
implications for public interest and safety and the rights of individuals to participate as witnesses in court 
proceedings without fear of retaliation. This is a matter of public and constitutional importance.. Judge 
hillman failed to withdraw (People v. Cowan (2010)despite the appearance of bias and personal 
interest involved in the controversy of this case and violated constitutional due process rights of 
Petitioner/ ophthalmology patients and violated public policy.(Catchpole v. Brannon).Judge Hillman 
erroneously denied the plaintiff's demurrer (under Code of Civil Procedure section 430.20) and motion to strike the defendant's 
affirmative defenses (Cal. Rule 3.1112(a), Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(f)) in the July 2024 ruling, despite the defenses 
being clearly defective. On June 18, 2024, Judge Hillman obstructed the discovery process (18 U.S. Code 
Chapter 73) through an erroneous ruling on the motion to compel (vcu303441)) Herbert v. Lando 
(1979). Unresolved Legal Questions: The case presents unresolved legal questions of federal and 
constitutional law. including the application of equitable tolling, the statute of limitations, and the scope of 
administrative authority. These issues require clarification by the Supreme Court. Such as In August 2024, Judge 
Hillman's ruling on tolling and the statute of limitations was based on false fact-finding:(Wilson v. Garcia (1985). 
The statute of limitations is not applicable and can be collaterally attacked at any time (Armstrong v. Armstrong, 
1976) .Judicial Misconduct: occurred including obstruction of discovery and erroneous rulings, raise concerns 
about the integrity of the judicial process.. The Dental Board, Consumer Board, or administrative board lacks 
jurisdiction over the ophthalmology patient/consumer/member of the publicKees v. Medical Board of California 
(1992). The case was filed within the statute of limitations, which was tolled during the pendency of other remedies 
(Elkins v. Derby, 1974).Reason for error rulings is that judge hillman is personally, directly and indirectly involved 
in the controversy of plaintiff case\.Petition is presenting a question of law for the Us Supreme court on issues of 
public, government, constitutional importance, public right, equal right and civil rights violations, racial justice , 
Petitioner/Ophthalmology patient right to petition the government without discrimination or performing public duty such as 
participating as witness in court proceedings without retaliation .and requesting the US Supreme Court to make a 
decision based on their individualized evaluation, guided by the principles of law. The Supreme court of California, 5th 
district appeal court, The Superior court has decided federal questions in a way or entered a decision in conflict with the other 
United States court decision in the same important matter.The Petitioner/Ophthalmology patient, consumer and public 
has special interest and Beneficial interest that can be protected through the WRIT...There is a question of law( De 
Novo) to this case for which the Supreme I court makes an independent determination of the legal issues without 
giving deference to the lower courts opinions. The Entire evidence and record was not examined for fairness, 
reasonableness and proportionality in the overall scheme of the law.. Here the lower Court's decision is not within 
the realm of what a reasonable trier of fact could find.Lower courts failed to meet standard when presented 
fabricated, disputed, speculative facts and concealed material relevant facts of record to reach (erroneous) 
decision without a jury trial . Lower courts departed from the accepted and usual course of judicial 
proceedings.Shelby County v. Holder and Citizens United v. FEC, the Court’s. The provisions of the Dental 
Practice Act not applicable to ophthalmology patients. Public Confidence in the Judiciary: Granting certiorari 
would address concerns about judicial impartiality and reinforce public trust in the legal system, particularly 
in cases involving vulnerable individuals and whistleblowers.
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1 .Mischaracterization of the Petition: The appellant filed a petition for review to address critical jurisdictional 
issues and alleged errors by the 5th District Court. By treating petition a writ of certiorari, the Supreme Court 
failed to recognize the petition's intent to seek clarification and resolution of jurisdictional conflicts, undermining 
the appellants right to a fair review process.The Supreme Court's erroneous decision to strike the petition for 
review as a writ of certiorari disregards the appellant's intent, procedural errors, and constitutional violations. This 
approach denies the appellant a fair opportunity to address jurisdictional conflicts and procedural irregularities, 
undermining the principles of justice and due process.The Supreme Court Clerk issued a letter on March 19, 
2025, granting permission for a petition exceeding 14,000 words but erroneously stated the filing date as March 
18, 2025, instead of March 12, 2025, as reflected in official court records. ((see Exhibit B attached to the letter 
Letter/ Request to Address Errors in the March 19, 2025 Letter Issued by Jorge E. Navarrete, Clerk and 
Executive Officer of the Supreme Court, and K. Castro, Deputy Clerk, and Ensure the Petition for Review 
Is Not Strickendated march 21 25 in the case s289777).)Further, the clerk mistakenly requested 
reclassification of the petition for review as a writ of certiorari, contrary to its original filing type. See EVIDENCE ( 
SEE (see Exhibit B attached to the letter Letter/ Request to Address Errors in the March 19, 2025 Letter 
Issued by Jorge E. Navarrete, Clerk and Executive Officer of the Supreme Court, and K. Castro, Deputy 
Clerk, and Ensure the Petition for Review Is Not Strickendated march 21 25 in the case s289777, true filling 
website DOCKET that court rely on any dispute) INDICATE THAT APPELLANT SUBMITTED Petition REVIEW as 
filing Type, see filing type” is a Petition review.Clerical Errors Jeopardizing appellant fair chance of review petition 
as Petition for Review and erroneously being Being Stricken.A petition for review provides a structured and 
broader pathway for addressing legal and constitutional issues, offering a clearer mechanism to present 
developed arguments on matters of statewide importance and public policy. In contrast, a writ of certiorari is a 
discretionary, extraordinary remedy focusing on jurisdictional or evident legal errors, limiting its accessibility and 
scope. The Supreme Court's misclassification risks undermining the appellant's opportunity for meaningful judicial 
review and due process.The court has good cause to not strike the petition review, as clerical errors jeopardizing 
the filed petition would undermine the petitioner's ability to demonstrate prejudicial error and obtain meaningful 
relief.The Supreme Court should grant certiorari to address procedural errors, including the misclassification and 
misstatement of filing details, ensuring the petition is correctly recognized as a petition for review. Striking the 
petition due to clerical errors would unjustly undermine the petitioner’s ability to demonstrate prejudicial error and 
seek meaningful relief. Acknowledging the absence of appellant error aligns with the principles of justice. 
Correcting the record preserves the petitioner’s right to standard appellate review and safeguards due process. 
This action upholds fairness and impartiality in the judicial system

2: The 5th District Court’s ruling on February 3, 2025, contained procedural errors, including an Incorrect date 
(December 2, 2024) marked on the opinion, which was never issued or served on that day. This clerical mistake 
undermines due process protections, creates jurisdictional confusion, and constitutes an attempt to 
fraudulently finalize the case via erroneous remittitur issuance. Consequently, these actions violated the 
appellant's rights and warrant further judicial review to rectify the unjust conclusions..The petition highlights 
constitutional and procedural errors by the 5th District Court, including incorrect dates on opinions and an erroneous 
remittitur, resulting in due process violations. Additionally, the case raises significant questions of public interest, 
including whistleblower retaliation, judicial misconduct, and constitutional rights violations, demanding appellate review 
through the petition format. Accepting the clerical error and preserving the petition for review aligns with the interest of 
justice and the appellant's right to meaningful relief.False fact finding.Otherthat 5th district judges are involved in this 
case false fact finding and concealment of fact for defendants which involved federal tax payer interest, he involvement 
of the 5th district judges in false fact finding and concealment of material facts further exacerbates these concerns, 
raising questions about the integrity of the judicial proceedings. In summary, the combination of issuance of remittitur, 
false date on the opinion, and false fact finding had a profound impact on the case, holding the defendant in an 
unaccountable position and causing substantial harm to Riaz

3.There were Discrepancies and Error in 5th district opinion release on Feb 03 25:(See Exhibit A attached to petition 
S289777): there were False, partial/selective FACT FINDINGin the Section 1: Discrepancies and Error in 5th district 
opinion release on Feb 03 25 and all above discrepancies is available for review in the original petition S289777(filed 
MArch 12 25 ) pg 12-14 and crucial in examining petition.Petitioner removed false fact findings from amended 
complaint inorder to comply with 5th district order issued in this case on March 13 25.
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4:Ihfi£e were False and parti?.fce|eqtiYE FACT-FINDING in the Background of the 5th district opinion: (See Shelbv 
■Qfluntv v. Holder and Citizens United v, FED. the Court’s .See also Kniahts-Errant: The Roberts Court and 
KirpnePMsJaot-FindjJiq where Whitehouse’s article sheds light on the Court’s propensity for relying on 
fixtre-record - and often false - facts that lend advantage to corporate special interests.kAii 22 points of False 
and partial/selective FACT FINDING in the Background of the 5th district opinion are available for review in the original 
petition(filed MArch 12 25 ) pg 14-25 and crucial in examining petition.

Petitioner removed false fact findings from amended complaint inorder to comply with 5th district order issued in this 
case on March 13 25.

5Jhere were ERROR IN DISCUSSION SECTION of the 5th district opinion :

All 3 5th district judgesSNAUFFER, LEVY, FAIN in error when they conclude that trial court did not error in sustaining 
the demurrers and granting the anti-SLAPP motion that defendant Cantrell filed .

5-Ai.5th district has Error in Additional Background section of the opinion :

There were partial/false and selective Fact findings in the additional background section of the 5th district opinion 
issued in feb 25.Petition identify false fact findings and available for review in the original petition S289777(filed MArch 
12 25) pg 14-25 and crucial in reviewing this petition.However removed from amended complaint inorder to comply 
with 5th district order issued in this case on March 13 25.

■5EL_5th district has.. Error In Analysis, section of the opinion and based it on false fact finding and concealment

Th? PQtltLQnsr as§6fts Significant procedural errors and due process violations in the 5th District Court’s analysis. 
Specifically, the petitioner highlights the removal of partial and selective fact findings (1-27) in compliance with the 
court's March 13, 2025, order, while maintaining their importance as detailed in the original petition S289777(filed 
MArch 12 25 ). The 5th District Courts decision, based on flawed and concealed facts, failed to provide an accurate de 
novo review. 5th district failed to conduct an accurate de novo review, which requires examining the case from the 
beginning without relying on the trial court's findings. Kev details such as the patient-doctor relationship between 
Cantrell and the petitioner, privacy breaches, and inadmissible evidence were omitted. Additionally, improper 
Proceedings, including failure to serve the petitioner with a petition for a mental exam and the board's reliance on 
decisions signed by a competitor with a conflict of interest, further undermined the process. The petitioner argues that 
these concealed facts and failures to address material issues led to erroneous conclusions. Due process principles 
were ignored, motions were disregarded, and the petitioner's rights to a fair and impartial hearing were violated, 
necessitating judicial rectification. 5th district judges failed to give a complaint a reasonable interpretation and reading it 
as a whole ,5th district also failed to take judicial notice of matters as requested by appellant as we discussed in 
S289777.

-The 5th District Court's analysis on February 3. 2025. was based on false fact-finding, selective omissions, and 
concealment of critical details, undermining due process. Defendant Cantrell failed to prove the challenged allegations 
arose from protected activity or satisfy the minimal merit standard, relying on disputed and non-credible evidence. 
Despite the appellant presenting counter-evidence, the court emphasized the organization of documents over their 
content, leading to the dismissal of valid claims. Key omissions included Cantrell's privacy violations and improper 
sharing of patient information, pivotal to the case. These procedural flaws resulted in an erroneous and unjust decision.

#The 5th District Court erroneously applied anti-SLAPP protections to Cantrell’s actions, despite clear evidence of 
patient privacy breaches and retaliatory intent. Cantrell's disclosure of patient information to a private investigator and 
the Dental Board, without consent, was motivated by self-interest and not public protection, falling outside protected 
activity under the anti-SLAPP statute. Additionally, Cantrell’s actions, including retaliation, discrimination, and fraud, 
constitute professional misconduct, which the statute does not shield. These procedural flaws invalidate the 
anti-SLAPP motion and highlight errors in the court's analysis.

#The 5th District Court acknowledged Cantrell’s admission of submitting small-claims Pleadinqs.aiid-Patient informatiQD
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iQ-tbfi.Pental Ppard but erroneously ruled there were no equivalent affidavits or declarations proving retaliatory intent. 
Evidence, including Cantrell’s own statements and a petition for a mental exam, demonstrates that the disclosures 
were to protect himself and not for public interest, highlighting errors in the court’s findings and omissions 
regarding patient privacy violations and improper motives.

#The Sth District Court erroneously denied the appellant's opposition to the anti-SLAPP motion solely based on 
document ..organization, disregarding the substance of submitted evidence, raising concerns about fairness and due 
process. Additionally, the court emphasized retaliation as the primary claim while concealing the appellant's privacy 
.breach allegations and Cantrell's admitted self-preservation motives, which contradict public interest concerns. 
Evidence further indicates Cantrell’s retaliatory intent in reporting appellant's behavior to the Dental Board following 
their initial appointment, underscoring errors in the court's analysis.

#I.he 5th District Court erred bv disregarding evidence, including Cantrell's own admissions, which demonstrate his 
actions were motivated by retaliation rather than public concern. Cantrell breached patient privacy by disclosing 
confidential information to third parties and the Dental Board without consent, violating professional ethical standards 
and privacy laws^Abgve actions were linked to the appellant's protected activities, highlighting a causal 
connection and procedural errors in the court’s ruling.

#Th$ 5th District Court wrongly concluded there were no declarations proving Cantrell's actions were 
self-preservatorv and not out of public concern, despite Cantrell’s own admission in his antl-SLAPP motion 
stating his purpose was to refute allegations against him. This admission serves as equivalent proof, contradicting the 
court's claim of insufficient evidence

#Ibfi.,5th District Court, erred bv dismissing the anti-SLAPP opposition solely based on document organization. 
disregarding the substance of 110 pages of exhibits containing admissible evidence. The court set an 
unnecessarily high bar, failing to account for its low proof standard and denying the appellant an opportunity to clarify 
her claims, resulting in due process violations. Furthermore, evidence shows Cantrell’s actions—sharing patient 
information without consent—were retaliatory and self-preservatory, challenging the court's statement of insufficient 
proof. Ignoring admissible evidence undermined fairness and procedural integrity.

#Ihe 5th District Court demonstrated bias by relegating critical facts to footnotes, minimizing reputational harm to 
the ophthalmology patient caused by Cantrell’s unauthorized disclosure of privileged information for self-preservation 
and retaliation against protected activities. While the appellant presented 110 pages of exhibits, the court dismissed the 
anti-SLAPP opposition based on document organization, failing to prioritize substance over form and overlooking 
admissible evidence. Additionally, the court failed to take judicial notice of prior false statements and 
whistleblower-related testimonies, which substantiate claims of harm and defamation. This undermined fairness, due 
process, and justice in reviewing the appellant's valid claims.

#The citation of Baral v. Schnitt (2016) 1 Cal.5th 376. 396 is misplaced, as the appellant's claims have merit, and 
the 5th District Court concealed significant facts and evidence in dismissing them. Actions such as Cantrell’s breach of 
fiduciary duty, invasion of privacy, and disclosure of privileged patient information without consent are not protected 
activities under the anti-SLAPP statute. These actions constitute serious professional misconduct, defamation, and 
harm to the appellant's reputation, which deserve proper legal redress.

.Error in Demurrers:

1# 5th district judges in error, showed bias and abuse discretion when established no error in demurrer rulings for both 
cantrell and state defendent"Both Cantrell and the State filed demurrers to Riaz's complaint. The trial court sustained 
the demurrers, allowing Riaz only an opportunity to amend an unfair competition claim against Cantrell, and to defeat 
governmental immunity against the State. After Riaz amended the complaint, the trial court sustained demurrer without 
leave to amend. "We find no error in its rulings." and above rulings is based on error in fact finding and concealment of 
facts from nov 14 ruling ( See Section B:Error nov 14 23 ruling, Section 1:.A and Section 2 B: concealment of 25 
facts,Section 3:.Error in fact finding Nov 14 23 (A_F) based on false fact finding and concealment of material facts from 
Aug 22 23 ruling based on anti slap motion (see Section .Error in Facts Finding Aug 22 23 ( based on Special Motion), 
Section Facts Finding Error 1-7, Section Discussion on Authority and Analysis., Section Plaintiff suit is not a SLAPP 
suit-, Section Defendant fail to met the burden of proof, Section Error in comparing with dissimilar cases , Section
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Discussion: .Section 1-Special motions to strike/standard of review . Section Prong One: Protected Activity Section 
e?T 7 al C0Ur‘improperly takes jUdicial notice ’ Section ExemP‘from publicXst Lawi Son 

^DefendantOan ren statement not fall within subdivision e 4 Section :Error in Judge hillman Ruling summary ’) these 
f KhJISf c6 ab0Vf sectl°n of thlS bnefDiscrePancies and Error in 5th district opinion release on Feb03 25(See 
DISCUSSON^ection of theSth^'r FI!°NG 'n the Background 0F of the 5th -disWct opiniondll: ERROR IN 
uit>uut>t>ioN section of the 5th district opinion)

A^Error in Additional Background ; see all 27 partial/false and selective Fact findings and Error in Additional 
Background in the original petition S289777 (filed MArch 12 25 ) pg 47-65 as crucial in examining this petition .

Error In Analyai?; based on false fact finding and concealment of fact;

The 5th District Court's analysis was flawed due to reliance on false fact-finding and concealment of material facts 
CantS’soatS rinem*5’ |T?S -° C°nduCt a pr°per de n0V0 review' overlooking essential details, such’as
PmrZXn« LnJincMh relatl°nsblP and Pr'vacy breaches involving third-party disclosures without consent. 
se^no^opfltinrfhpfnra16^^6 an^ °n inadmissible evidence, including a mental exam order issued without
serving petition before obtaining order or held hearing with plaintiff knowledge before obtaining mental exam order 
rafshq questions of Were Signed by a competitor witb a "XXeS,
aooZnt diXaMinn h P^cess violations. The court dismissed motions and evidence presented by the 
necessitate Zl ZJ ar9ume"‘%and denVin9 her a fair opportunity for defense. These significant errors 
necessitate judicial correction to uphold justice and due process.

IL-Error In 5th district PPinion Section i :Cantrell*s Demurrers ; : 28-55

5th ?ISlriCt Court erronGous|y established that judgment was entered in Cantrell's favor on August 23, 
2021, overlooking critical objections and evidence presented by the appellant. Plaintiff disputed the accuracy of this

F’J?Ch demonstrated the iud9™ent lacked Judge Wooton's signature and did not explicitly 
favor Cantrell Notably, the Notice of Entry of Judgment was signed by Deputy Clerk Rocha, raising procedural 
concerns. Additionally, concealed facts and errors in the November 14, 2023. ruling further undermined the validity of 
the judgment, including inconsistencies in the record and failure to acknowledge the appellant’s objections. The court 
relied on flawed fact-finding and omitted essential details, such as Cantrell's retaliatory actions and breaches of patient 
privacy. These procedural deficiencies reveal bias, abuse of discretion, and inaccuracies in the judicial process that 
necessitate correction to ensure fairness and due process.

ffThq 5th Court erred io. sustaining the demurrer regarding Riaz's office visit claims by basing its ruling 
on concealed an,d false faotSi It incorrectly applied res judicata, despite the distinct claims, such as malpractice and 
fraud, arising after the small claims case. These included Cantrell's disclosure of patient information to a third-party 
investigator and the Dental Board, actions not litigated in the small claims case and constituting breaches of privacy 
laws and professional ethics. The court also overlooked that the small claims case did not address personal injury or 
subsequent misconduct, which require independent litigation. Moreover, the Sth District failed to establish the 
appropriate statute of limitations for fraud claims, which is three years, and ignored evidence of Cantrell’s fraud and 
perjury. These procedural and factual errors necessitate a reevaluation to ensure justice for the appellant.

#The 5th Disirfci-Court erred bv failing to recognize that Cantrell’s fraud and perjury, including disclosing patient 
information to a third-party investigator without consent, fall under the res judicata exception, allowing the appellant to 
relitigate claims. Evidence shows these privacy breaches and retaliatory actions occurred after the small claims case 
and were not part of its proceedings. The court concealed material facts, including disputed declarations and altered 
documents filed by Cantrell, which were not properly served. Cantrell’s actions, including hiring a private investigator 
and submitting documents for personal gain, were unethical and violated privacy laws. Additionally, evidence suggests 
the use of legal counsel to prepare documents without disclosure, further demonstrating procedural unfairness. These 
concealments raise significant concerns about the fairness and legality of the small claims case and support the 
appellant’s right to seek justice under the res judicata exception. The court’s oversight undermines the integrity of the 
legal process and due process rights.

The_5.th District Court erred bv failing to recognize exceptions to res judicata for claims arising after the filing
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flWl£J.mall.C,laJms SitoQ. sych as malpractice. Personal iniurv. discrimination, and breach of fiduciary duty. 
These causes of action stem from privacy breaches involving third-party disclosures, which occurred after the small 
claim case based on the April 13,2021, incident and were not part of its proceedings. The court overlooked the 
appellant s lacK of awareness of these breaches at the time of the Initial case filing. By applying res judicata

S<e,Tte cla‘ms* violatin9 9ue process. These distinct causes of action must be 
independently litigated to ensure justice for the ophthalmology patient.

Qihgr Argument based on Res ludlcata Exception Rule:

nrofl=C!aimf rc^sJaf&lurisdfction to handle complex legal Issues such as breaches of confidentiality HIPAA violations or 

lack the XhX. ? todUflMrlWMon, (as small claims courts handle only minor disputes and

tawKSSr** *“ s‘,bs,anti',e ev:,ie"c8 and ie°si can “ »■* aaa^S,■ r ?. • rts’ such as non-aPPealability. do not override the appellant's substantive riahts to

precedents, £R/teenvSuier/orCourtS?) f droader 9ll^qnt|nr13 beX°nd small claims court's scope. Case 
do not preJuds

ffiiic liihu cases HitzGn v SuoGrlnrCnnfi onu/ti d*’! b
differs significantlyfromi the'broader,ri^mc in S l-u V' arejnl$p|?<red as the small claims case
arising after the small Naim* n ? ? , h,ch ,nvolve bre9Ches of privacy, professional misconduct, and fraud 
supported by cXrin Xe t0 cla,ms not Htloated in smell clelms’court, as
and^cMrriahts>ri^anon<5Vf^|U^r<!/'HlSS^nn|d/WaWOna^0 * HamS (2003)’ Complex issues- such as medical malpractice 
the right to SursTe these daIms Junsdiction and re^ire adjudication in higher courts. Appellant retains
CouXXnTflawed asft X * ' Pr°Per reV,6W °f a"facts and le9al ar9uments'The 5th District 

ourts opinion is flawed, as it relies on erroneous conclusions and ignores material distinctions.

3?Sigt?f?HtniCtnCPUrt.irrft<1 ln ryl!nq th?t Q?ntrsl1 prgYailBrt under the antl-SLAPP statute, as this conclusion relied 
S^ma?innQt ~f nd-nflr c<?tPg^M m^^rial fagfo. EvidenceIndicates Cantrell, an ophthalmotogVt?disclosed S 
information to a private investigator for personal gain, violating patient confidentiality after the small claims filing. The 
complaint focused on Individual grievances rather than public safety concerns, and Cantrell's own admissions further 
contradict claims of protected activity under the anti-SLAPP statute. These errors highlight significant procedural flaws 
requiring reconsideration.«SLAPP statute is erroneous and based on false fact finding and concealment of material facts. 
(See Shelby County v. Holder and Citizens United v. FEC, the Court’s ,See also Knights-Errant: The Roberts Court 
and Erroneous Fact-Finding where Whitehouse’s article sheds light on the Court's propensity for relying on extra 
record).

#Ihfi-5ih .District Court concealed key facto, including Cantrell’s role as an ophthalmologist who disclosed patient 
information Without consent tQ A private investigator for personal gain, actions unrelated to the small claim 
flrieyances based on ths April 13.2021 incident. Evidence (record on appeal 2774-2789.2711-2727) shows that the 
appellant filed a complaint on April 14,2021, specific to personal grievances, not public safety. Cantrell's disclosure occurred 
when no official proceedings against the appellant were ongoing, violating patient confidentiality. Cantrell admitted in his 
declaration (record on appeal 1082-1084) that the disclosures were to refute allegations, further highlighting errors in the 
court’s findings. These omissions underscore significant procedural flaws.

#Iiie.5th District Court concealed kev facts regarding Cantrell's unauthorized disclosure of patient Information, 
including initial ophthalmology visit detalia-and email correspondence, to a private investigator and the Dental 
Bfifltfl- Tnifi information was disclosed without consent and was not motivated by public safety concerns, as indicated In the 
mental exam petition (record on appeal 24-145,1887-1891,4258-4469). Evidence shows Cantrell denied medical care to
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^lr5pr^tiCfldefied on errors in fart-Z C°mBfttitiftn for lat* of IdAntifvjng an ach.ni

SSS=EB~^SaSSS~^ 
process violations were not adequately considered leading P;°intS re0ardin9 R,a2's allegations, evidence and due

s.h 2 d dc5,rd ln Aus 22 23 rui,n9 se°"°n
thaHh18810 ?ders as Wel1 as concealment of significant material fact bv thTrtth ? °penin0 brief warding plaintiff filed 
that the appellant Is standing in the show of a patlentfconsumer/ memberoHhLth ?UJJf'al C.ourt disre9arded fhe fact 
act. Apart of concealing above facts 5th district in srmr b r .. be Pub lc who d|d not violate the dental practice ("Und.. Camacho, su?.a, 142 Ca^“ "’?,W hil""an Whar teW 10 d6l™“8

14 23 ruling that how plaintiff could have reasonably avniriZi • & / e,er^enl of unfairness applicable to plaintiff) (pg 4 of nov 
informed or consented his paS before reaching“T °fac,ton >10 harself wflen can>™"«

invesUMtor and^r^ 3 00 hT andretaliated. F°r the reason to protect himself over his patient, (by hiring a third-party 
XrnvSri th r p‘i?formatlon t0 lnve5ti9ator to collect more information on the pt without consent of his pt, appellant 
« fd hese new fraudu,ent and Privacy breach Incidents after the filing the small claim C9ee which wae based Xm 
13 2021 incident, a8 these privacy breach Incident occurred after the small claim case initiation ). see also appellant filed 
™Ese menta.’ ordar ,hat ara obtained without aervin9 wpy of petition on metal exam to pt/consumer and member of
public .see hidden section 820 mental order (in above paragraph - error In nov 14 23 ruling section 3: D). Sth district court in 
error when it failed to establish that Evidence indicates Defendant cantrell did not state to DBCA that the document he is 
producing is to protect the public but to establish that the ophthalmology patient allegation against defendant cantrell is 
annXSad ?,tl0n ™en;a'e*am) See also "Specifically,Declaration Ms Riaz attorneys and Altura centers for health

/ egarding MS Riaz mental Competency to participate in trial.These Declaration helped establish that Ms Riaz 
dKZX'nn were Untrue".(PlalntilT would like court to take judicial notice pursuant to evidence code judicial notlca 
Mohon To Strikes ated n ? J Cial Notlce ln Support Of P,aintlff °PP°sition To Defendant Cantrell Demurrer,
MoUon To Strikes Based On Porhon Of Plaintiff s Complaint-Aug 5 22/record on appeal 1082-1084). Based on above

^r^MOsitlon ln an„.s, a op k__d jB|a|v m

p ocess, prioritizing form over substance and overlookinn Lm?? JJ® ^h113591 without consideration undermines due 
procedurally flawed outcome. overlooking admissible, relevant evidence. Such errors led to a" unjust and



of "OV M 23 'XPJ£VdeoS°a|820f 41 f° d Br "S“" <"d n°'injura P“"“»-(P9 4 

interest involved in the controversy of the case th district rm ,/• ed Of!fals® fact finding due to judge hillman personal 
of90™®?!if 0Oes with erroneous assumption of Judge hillman that ®C?Jflnhthn/lhaied 7 es,ablish that for ,he sake of 
Plaintiff the Court finds that Plaintiff’s admission thateheSinn? 6 f he Sectlon 820 Order ltself dld not irW
have reasonably avoided the injury suffered, at least bv respondino to°?h n we ^ection 820 Order means thal pl9intiff cou,d 
on nt"4003) is a9ain based on judgehillman and 5th districtfaisn ?® .Order jpg 4 of nov 14 23 ruling,record on appeal
22 23 ruling section as well as section D' d'no?i 23 ±DX±n C°nCea,in9 material facls< discussed in Aug
DBCA and administrative board About July 6 22: Consumer/ ODhthaimninX°n ? Petttion')as Pontiff responding to the 9 
Particpat'on. Notice and Motion to Strike.”Order An J pe?fon Patient(Plaintiff) filed Notice and Motion of
Order And petition compelling examination" Pronosed oXnnX Tpam •Not,ce and Motion to Demurrer 

.Requested Hearing. July 22 22: 207 Plaintiff (Can<si!m / above Motion. Order And petition compelling examination"
cancellation of the (unlawful based on consumer/ot orXvT m ?3‘patient )filecLMoti°n vacate or set aside for

Pa9SS)’ □thOUt n°t,fy,nS -P-dem or Osgood
Sdi?and7een- Tzreported to the Us office special Counselhatch2P/opo.3ed order-(See paragraph 208-216).

XTh nsFS ’■S,a,e Pe« 7TSMer ,h8 hMe2hr h ar9Ument that she was denied the opportune to heZ2?9 h? R,az C0uld not conlest the order only 
exammation against her. The decision of Sth district?haX hL h®®.rd b_efore Board’s decision of a mental

Of action mentioned in a 32983oo!ffi61? lnC“ln» d0,a™^ XlXSS 
related to whMeblower ecttea " <”b ££■.SDR Steve” h'’"'" '°"owi"» 
participate In the trial and work as a dentistwithout was competonUo m°ny
shows hat the plaintiff did not violate any dental p“appeal P8 4’22‘4127 >■The administrative record 
h fa m slalemenls- (record on appeal pg 4122-4127) rL, D,J^riv'^U,PD''Si pla'nW'5 ra5e aQalnst Cantrell's
identified an actual unfair practice including "an iniurv tiut .** ffp?r Y sta*e 9 glfflm pf unfair competition and

IfflWons°Th7irderdM nnMm^'° M »** t? tHf Older for 3 mm eveminnlinn

£flMflrely within the^nollce oowBr to protact^thp^uHir “ aw^dr,f9d administrative mauirv. falling

9 opy Or the petition to Riaz, violating her due process rights (record on annoai jor? ztoco^ ci.wa.

S ^"caZi xzsrirf ' j ' G3ntrell admitted his intent was to disprove Rlaz's allegations, prioritizing self-preservation over public 

mm °n acp“'"lings by Riaz, such as motions and note on July 6 end emm,., s. 
zUz2 (record on appeal 4270-4342). highlighted procedural violations. Testimonies, Including Catny Meadow's (Feb 2021) and 
^?eSrtS £0COrd on„aPP®al 4122-4127), demonstrated Riaz's competence and absence of any dental practice violations. 
JUdge bean Gavin confirmed that Riaz did not violate dental practice laws. These concealed facts and errors in the Sth 
District's analysis highlight significant due process violations requiring correction.

^iMaflnn'rtua'nrrv.l^0,7*00 ^aS I!awSd 9C ,bfl n,artldl examination order was Issued without serving the petition to Riaz
9 P s rights under Article I, Section 1 of the California Constitution and CA Civ Pro Code § 473,5 (2020) (a)
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2Sd hStZ^uZZ not puSc ZXZJ °" “ton"°m Ca"M- »po
a fair hearing or consider.ttXKJiSS'ZZ?””' 0®4)'The Den,al Bo"d ,a W10 
Administrative Adjudication Bill of Rights' 1M25WtSS^ ffie FoU[leen’r> Amendment and
absence of dental practice viofa^Xd„aa^^“;.,n^’Or' s”™r'5' “*™a R,a2'5 «*
requiring correction. ^0Se errors highlight significant due process violations

The Dental Board issued a

and confidentiality laws (record on appeal 1082-1084^0 Board f8f df0^? r!h°Ut R,az’s consent- breaching HIPAA 
order despite objections, undermlnlnoXessand in^ard failed to ho d a full evidentiary hearing or reconsider the 
Cathy Meadow’s and Dr Sievert's rnnfirmAd Rio-x'e 9 \ ecord °n appeal 1892-1B97,4258-4265). Testimonies, including
4122-4127). The Boards <re“rd “

personal interests. These errors n^,. . d8 n0TO revlew

oider base^d on^nadmlssib^avldoneo^btojnod r^a*cQ*?B»nt requiring compliance with an unconstitutional mental exam 

(record on appeal rT!.T' “hldentlanty and violated HIPAA laws
and procedural protections. Cantrelfadmitted in his declaration^  SdV?*3 ° 09 °rder' underm,nln9 due process rights 
self-preservation rather than public safety These violations iust£ rS d ’°aure® f'med to disprove Riaz's allegations for 
prejudicial to her rights end legally Invalid.Tha case highlights sUantdua

WfllUSt Of based on improper grounds:

exam order lacked jurisdiction^ California ®0ard'®ur’cons‘itu,ional °rder was unjust, as the mental

HIPAA laws (record on appeal 11505). MCE AM CiV Pr° Code § 473’5 <2020)(a)- a"dconfidentiality. hiring a third-party investig^toHo dfe^fd^ P^TY',Cantrel1 br®ached patient
legitimate exercise of her rights, justified by retaliatory motivos behind r sey'^eserYation- Riaz’s challenge to the order was a

u ±9 T'°l exoTud ,a“t0 a55ure mal *l«*~order Z^ZTo^rlX"^ °T y ’2 P'M6'” ,he 8V,denOe before 0Waini"S,he mentel uxem c.d“ and 
administradv^ orders a fundamentm prejUd“110 lhe WltionerXagalftMak: The right to challenge
expense or an Individual'. r|9ht JZr rX. wZ* 9 I™"'’*™- Compliance should nol be enforced al the

™Tmer^^^ breaches of professional duty, privacy violations, and retaliatory motives, caused harm that 
a™™®'® ? d ‘ reason®bly avoid (Camacho v. Automobile Club of Southern California). Holding individuals 
KisfceandI remedy^ m sconduct s essential- Rlaz's challenge to the order was a justified exercise of her legal rights to seek

brXleu^ o±Sn.i cTr9e,to lhe De"'al Board'5 oraer was a necessarV ana lusl» f»on to a“ess lhe 
'ssyes of Professional misconduct, unfair practices.due process violation, and retaliation. Compliance with the order

simple or viable solution, given the serious allegations and ethical considerations involved. P
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tuanSro" rF“Julr<r)n Mnlinnre "with a mhim, aon m,.,

the petition to Rlaz, violating due process'rigX™nder Artide KSo1!a 820 ■Wder’whlctl ”as ob,alnwl without serving 
473.5 (2020)(a) (record on appeal 4267-4269) The order relied ™C'° V —I? Ca,ifornia Constitution and CA Civ Pro Codef? 
patient confidentiality and HIPAA iawe"Son ap« °btained b* Cantrell, breaching 6 §
than public safety, undermining the legitimacy of the order These nroceduS 1 ?d bis Intenf was self-preservation rather 
process violations and justify Riaz's challenge to the order’ pracedural and factual errors highlight sionificant due

CM ?? aS d-' )under Code of
Petitioner/ophthalmology patient consumer member nf th w pubc interest, but failed to Compensate
economic Injury (Kwikset Corp. i Superior Court (20 °1; s? Khsi 7 dspriva#0" "»"•> °r “ for
doma|n) • ' J 01 Cal.4th310,322.). (see Boom Co. v. Patterson (1879)-Emin0nt

without consent, were justified under the^JstXendment dSp^rbrealihhV01?^t’inc,udin9 d,sclos,n9 patient information

psychiatric expertise, acted improper^ X ac^ ? appeal 1887‘1891)- The Denta( Boar? lSg
welfare. Cantrell denied medical care to conceal infuries and hired a nSf aimed at se,f-preservation rather than patient 

:ss^sThese—ha-d ~
slmilarty sitaMfrewXn ap^StMOM <2°171'as lha lw° “ses ara «

ophthalmology patient with a dental license wto,did not totab3 !censeld Whologlst. while Riaz Is an 
including allegations of pretextual retaliation and constitutional vininf ta/eTnt'C0 ac'The court concealed significant facts, 
of the comparison and highiight procedural flaws ?XXSa?aS^ h° P9 Th0Se errors underm,ne the ^Hdity
fairness and due process in the ruling. analysis. Such concealment of facts raises concerns about

menta*exam“oXX^  ̂ ??’ helore obtaining a

(report of the council, page 23). The Board relied on kiadmi^ hT ° oph,ba,molo9y patient, breaching due process rights 
patient confidentiality laws (record on appeal 1082-10841 Th^9 eVldence obtained Without consent, violating HIPAA and 
undermining fairness and integrity in the decision-makinaoroctv^Tj1011^^ objections and fa!led to reconsider the order,

^dTsatrz^
me mX° to ma aoX hoard The M SUCh 3 m°'ton is made’,ha haartn9 ™sl reC«
mads by the appropriate authority) Judos Hillman miwaunr ° PaSS Thi* on’“rvs mot too decision Is
■me agency reSnZd me authority7VSJM ,ha da"W baa'd aa a"

ovidenBc0eaob£d wiKt°inl«^ ? th\G°vtTDTnt Code by fallinQ t0 h0,d a fu"hearina 9r,el on
actalawS^ * P^ne! Bo^ The Board’s

u iy me license and compelling a mental exam, exceeded its legal boundaries and violated public
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on (atee ,aa.Mng. „amlng ,he 
procedural errors necessitate de novoX^XX’aX^  ̂ W

,WaS n01 «“> “der overlooks Us broader
P ■ e was issued without serving the petition to Riaz, violating due process rights and relying on

fflsntal examination, rcitations.ii tmorder did Z not lmplicatgti thft order for o,
administrative inquiry~faWng^ ■hr1 llg*!?8MHt was merely an fluthorirod
£al.App.5th at n 1347) ah teidX^ n^lic; .upm 17
against Cantrell. • R iaxan ophXlIL ;ZnTg5J!£ a guffi^nt cause . .
by Cantrell^ who disclosed patient Informatlfln WiihAiif rr>n«an4 k k* uiha a P eot> nod her privacy rights violated

dr?velSteto^ 2? mentK examl"ation order' as l‘ directly affected her professional reputation was
.e 7 S ’ .d ved proceclural and Pt privacy violations. The order's impact extended beyond a mere 

notTXted XdiIZSl’7 d“T?n? pr°fessional ““W Therefore, the argument that her right to practice was 
not implicated is fundamentally flawed and fails to acknowledge the broader implications of the order.

Se5nhceD^ Ev^nce Cod* Section 452 in case VCU298300, disregarding key

Plaintiff presented credible evidence, such as Cathv Meadnw^l^uT!theirfalse d6clarations relied upon by Cantrell, 
testimony (record on appeal 4122-4127) confirming her comnAfen'3 testlmony ^Feb 2021) and Dr. Sievert’s 
omissions highlight significant procedural errors and tactual '“"S-

•IXulflCL Section 1..A' concQfilmentQf fantg 2!8!conftAaimaru nffan o. c dlLall Sections Error in Facts Finding rError nov 14 23 
Dec 5 23 Ruling iaprg ^.tf.ffPnOOO m?nt 9f fdGt 3 ,&[Qr In fact 51 finding Nov 14 23 (A F) and C-Frror in

(2017^'l^<C^I^App jth 1340 isno5ttha a"e9ef Fe“9ather *Board °f ^hoiogy

section (3:.Error in fact finding Nov 14 23 Section (F)- 5th district ™ dlslnJl c°ncea,ed mar|y significant facts such as in 
case with the Fettgather v. Board of Psychology (2017XPg 3-4 of Novlalr^98 Hll!?an erroneous|y compared the plaintiff ’ 
concealed facts in section 3:.Errorin fact finding Nov 14 23^ 5th ^P®3' 3398-4003- 2444-2453 ).See
facts that plaintiff alleges in relation to Fettgather v Bd nf Ptwrh i 9u and dud9e H,Hman concealed many significant (SAG pg 19.22 Paragraph s): Teltgather was s fcensod SnS’ ,T *ha' T* mu01 slmi““ss 10 p“ ' 
happens to hold a denial licanse.bul not violate denial preefcj m? Unlto fT m iS °Phlhal™lW patent (who 
amendment and Prelextual retaliation occurred’ See ' U? < , F8,l9a,ta— and violation of lain, 4th
5 ■. (Cause of Action No. 10) ' 8 als° “"“alment of fact. C:Emr |„ Dec a 2s Ruungt.et&ror m Ground
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SSSto " "1g ',""8°ll''“l te -«i<««~.~iv i~hihr.

“"“tV,",he si3nifcan'b*and ™ “ a^'“S wen as DeiOW in this brief section 3: Error nov 14 23 ruling, error in dec 5 23 ruling (Record an

ioSS)8SSXSXr? T“"9 H,PM ,a“ 3959.
Dental Board failed to provide Rlaz an opportunity to contest "an a-UbliC safety’ IndlceUng retaliatory motives. The
her license on Oct 13, z023 despite pendingt comotain?* n T. 7 ’ proca9dln3 stations and ultimately revoking
reputation, stigmatizing her SKZK^Pte 0^^^ ,ae'ions harm8d Rla“ pratesstonal 
justify Rlaz's challenge to the order as her right to oract’ice \° ? lons and •’eliance on unauthorized evidence
Amendment. ‘ rl0ht ‘° pract,ce was significantly implicated and protected under the Fourteenth

keep the Plaintiff's record confidential^violating privacy laws sJchasCPRA h ” StratlVS Jud9®’s Verbal ins,ructio" to 
from the Administrative judge's ruling (record on^ppeal 4122-41971^^^' AMA Eth,cs Cod0-and CM,A- Evidence 
interest and should have remained a closed record (Plaintiff / nnhtiLi 5 he cla,m that the matter was not of public

rt°take judicial notice pursuant to evidence code judicial notice 4^9 °f a paben^fnerriber of Public/consumer would like 
4122-4127), "Closed records are records that are not available r« hr ofAdministrative judge ruling record on appeal 
https://mdcourts.gov/reference/olossarv” FurthArm^ publ,c access12'"Lawnsider.com, see also
preexisting legal obligations based on constitutional pro^ecHo^forVhe^iaht /nS immunized alle9ed breaches of 
942-943, fn. omitted, italics added.) P f th 0h 0 Petlt,on(Duracraft, supra, 691 N.E.2d at pp.

finalized, contradicting the 5th District's opinion O^FebS17^omTaT-3^^00^6011’31 Unfil ths dieciP|ine was 
publicly posted by the Dental Board before the final order rXin« 2°23’ h p*ain,ff discovered defamatory Information 
errors.Second: we know the final decis o"was in Oct 72<SVJTT about 9°™ental Immunity and procedural 
=n Oof 13 2023.(See rjn 6 record on appeaf pgs *° complla"ra Gva“»"‘
Order Denying Order on reconsideration Petition Issue nn * 0G4;4063'4068'4069) (record on appeal 4208-4210) ( 
4122-4127,4128-4131)On Aug 17 2022'the dentalSh L °f AugUst 23> <record <>" appeal ’' 
ruling pg 7 of 16/record on appeal 2774-2789) (see "Plata Iffclai^T”?*'0" I C°Se n° 440 55 2022 00 °1217) <See 
Identify from RJN 1 date of Injury or damages Is feb 1 23 mrnrLn J y defendan‘ «"d ‘hat Plaintiffparagraphs 232,233 ( see reckon appealrect^S ” ™

cSK d®fama?o^nfoJmXrhaXoShpar ^‘Tr' emp'.oyer'Ohare*that the Dental Board or

This discovery date is pivotal as it marks when Riaz re,put.atlon and lrade (record on appeal pgs 3764, 2760).
filed on April 28.2023. adheres to the discovery rule, falling withtnrePU“°"a' b"" “m’

£mr in gth difitrirt opinion SMfon ii; The Stated Demurrers-

min?t Rl2nXwehbstta» tSFno L7eS " Uh9 ■■ £llhlhhed its c°rnD|Om dtaHnllne

an concealment of fact and faisAfar-t'finLiw^?Gardan ValleY Fir® Protection Pist. (2019) 7 Cal.sth 79«. 807.)“ based
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appeal 56 pg 4056) Section Ground 2..

H. Concealment and Breach of Professional Duty. III. Violations of Due Process and Procedural RinMe..Tk« c»k n- * • . 
StXS S^i,8dht0Had<;reSS^9nifiCant miSC°ndUCt'inClUd,n9 breaches of patient conteXn HIPM JdatS 
SoT ’ iWh.°?C,?Sed RiaZ'S priVate information without conse"t (record on appeal PiX-4i^ 

d£ r£ ^
821.6 and raise conSernsIbouh^hicafand SC°Pe * G°Vemmen‘ Code section

parties without consentTpXd himself 'aXfuteaS tbat he disclosed patient infol™ation to third

(record on appeal 1082-1084, 1871,1878-1877). The 5th District Court •£?’ ra?ar J.han Priorilizi'ng patient or public safety 
disregarded evidence of retaliatory motives nnri k h r <■ ^es d address this improper purpose and The complaint fileI by Riaz h gSE d,U“es (rSCOrd °n apPeal 2774-2789, 2385-2400).
on appeal 2711-2727, 2823-2838) CantXcLnT^H^^ provider- not a public safet7 concern (record
appropriate care, indicate malicious intent (record on’appX^ of referring the patient for
these facts undermines procedural fairness and due process. ’ 1’ TbS C°Urt S fai urs to critical|y examine

for violating professional duuXethlcal^andaS orXXaS^^R?^^'^ PUbHc empIoyees from accountability 
and integrity In administrative proceeding ’ P d 9h S’ 8 R,az 5 challen9e highlights the need for redress*

In Conclusion.-The immunity under Government Code sprtinn .
retaliatory motives, or due process violation hiohltohS ?n r21-6 * extend to breaches of professional duty.
and relying on false findings, failing to address sionificantaiJnS S T®’ 5th DisWct Court erred by concealing facts 
evidence use (record on appeal pg 4056). The court's rulina innnr^H^. ™sconduct’ inc,uding privacy breaches and improper 
of employment and failed to ensure procedural fairness Alienations Sta,S emplo7ees acted beyond their scope

a^x~equateiv ,nv“TheM
concealed. Including| CantrellTunauthorlzS factual alle9a«ons were
HIPAA and privacy rights (record on appeal 1082-1084) The Den Sir5°° °Jbe Denfa Board wilhout consent- violating 
depriving her of due process by failing tonrt^ used improperly obtained evidence against Rlaz.
Cantrell's retaliatory motives aid procedure XXs furtZ ha^ (r6C0rd °n appeal 2774-2783).
24-145). The revocation of Riaz’s license on Oc o£ 13 2023 aXt n • * (reCOrd On appaa'
F086809 California department (On Sept 7 23- Oct 26 23? and T' procaedi"9s(while Pending Petition
Ab»ul May „ 23. >, hWIIghB
that Attorney General sent an email to the Petitioner’s various motions informing

toduZ^ ar9Uas thatJhe 5th DIStriCt C0Urt'S ru,ing concea,ed significant factual allegations,
rather than leoal conrliiQinne eh^V^k bey°nd the'r sc°pe °f smp,o/rnant These acticna, being factual allegations 
bv mlsSSr yhMhoS L^o|U]? •ava b^en ®ssum|ed,true for the demurrer. The court improperly dismissed the complaint 
by mischaracter zing these factual claims as legal conclusions, thereby failing to address their substance. Thia approach led 
to an unjust finding of Immunity under Government Code sections 818.4 and 821.2. The Plaintiff asserts that this 
mischaractenzatron and concealment of facts denied her a fair evaluation of her claims.

nKiySonth^^thArCcLar^n.nr-T !p/vlY for w[-lnan government claimwaa submitap-h go23, mOrM
lUaiLSIX months later. Accordingly, the claims were barred, at least Insofar as they stemmed from the section 820
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and twentv-one are not harrsd, asthey stem from bSh of^nfrS thrPHqh 6iaht' BlfiVfln throunh ninBtpfln
PaLreauIre compliance with thR Anvarnmant Claims Ad/GovCndp Rain a.^'n!?J Pendants and Cantrell, which rin 
such as those under Section 1983, are examp from the claim nrSSkfoS P SP-q Additional|y. federal law-based claims.

“4"™.AKn<^nto have dtasSXw SSnUtai“" cla'ms and are aMre55ed UMer specme antitrust and 
due diligence W aPP,J ted™Z“s“
form dated april 28 23. However For the sake nf am. tr d • feb 17 23 as 64 Provided in tort application
injury still a Sth district failed to apply. Equitable Tolllna and Estonna 'iarTf priVa£y brea?h date W 5 22 as initiation of date of 
Tolling and Estoppel of Ibis brief. See also section C-Eror In DecPP23 Mng’sfctto’wTO«26 23 RUli"a: SaCli°n Equ"”ble

Tolling and equitable estoppel: section below st„ fai|e(J (o

fltder; Sth district opinion:

Cantrell's actions, includlngme unauthorlzM disclosure ofnatie ntinfo K D‘s,rictC°L,,! erred by Ming to eslabllsb mat 
under the Government Mb AclSTn annMl W 71? tT„ T d°. n°'re,uire a writlen 9”™menl cla™ 
to Cantrell's privacy breach, as his actions were fndepondontoUlataTf raJ,requ"'?’’6nl for fl'n0 a »« claim does not apply 
bS “ repu“°na'ham * slate » February 17? ^.Z^nX^ZZ'

Board's TObstete 1,16 ST '°r P“b“n9 ‘"formation on the Cental
man direct Injury. However, the court failed to compensate RtezTT? rBq1ulreme"t'as « Pertains to publication rather 
process violations and eminent domain principles (record nn a . n°mic ,osses or deprivation of property, citing due 
dental licenso/proparty was allegedly wrongfully taken without dua^1108 2471 ’ 2509. 2758-2761. 3766). The appellant's 
Boom rIOn °pmoney or property or for economic injury (Kwikset Co^o ? S.’ ’ C°n5“mer ™embsr of the public for her loss or

^jXmF*Sment *° 'h8 U'S- ~es),

rfprte ect °n r19®3 c,aims as personal injury actions exemot from <tii'Sh pi^eceden,s ,ike ^/son v. Garcia (1985), which 
„fivnra!ory re!ef'Bs wel1 as property recovery are exempt from »,? auah '""“'Aments. Additionally. Injunctive and '
yahdrty (record on appeal pgs 40S1 -4062). * P‘ ',<m “« Torl clalms AcL Tb«« errom undermine me ruling's

damages-“’8 70,1 Ad ,s "monaT aM 
Snipes vs city of Bakersfield (1983). 9 ‘ a° e 0 haPPen as a consequence) to the claim for injunction relief

ivisioi
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Invoked by ophthalmology patient to extend the filing period for complaint due to pending petition In administrative 

===

Jme524 MSS^n^fo^aooenenH'131’1? eSt°PP,el to ®xtend the filln9 Perlod- Aspite administrative proceedings starting on

appeal pg 3765). Honeywell v. WCAB (WagnerJ.Shoraham Hille, LLC v Sagaponack Omam Ht^e LLC

iSXSaoa,ns? rr™"*a9enoies p,a“a ^^0 
-therfore timeline> for complZ XS \ J °^allfornia (1978) ; Jones v. Tracy School Dist. (1980)
board and dental board “the standard rule that r * Wh'le Sh6 pursued altemat've legal remedies in admisitrtaive 
action.1 Bay Area Laundry andDnC t' °Cdura,whecn the P|aintiff 'a complete and present cause of
whan "the plainXXtiff can file suit and obtain relief.''SaXeTe.LFerbar Corp of Cal ,52.2 U. S.. 192,201 {1997} that is, 
Kato, 549 U S 384,38.8.(2007), stated that a claim LkUn?’ S?Pra.~at 201 The US’ SuPreme Court in Wallace v. 
action."(record on appeal 37651 Plaintiff Caiicas „ h 8 wben *be p aintl^ has a complete and present cause of 

appeal 3765). Plaintiff Causes of action would not be complete until license is revoked oct 16 2023 .

SPMPI COUP Wllon 621,6 and nm IWOttlW WmmhW Pmonndlnos related tn hnrnmfm.^! r^uH-

under Government Code section Sgf.s'Ts?!™ unrelated'SdmwS'‘^'i“ 79"dln9 R,a2s lteense ls not protected 
The publication involved unauthorized dSm^rfPr°CM*"9= concerning professional conduct, 
safeguards, violating HIPAA regulations and due process The 5te Scl fXd'?"' ,elahat°2' mdlives' and “ed Procedural 
the scope of immunity provided by section 821.6. District failed to assess whether these actions fell outside

^Ch^feSaSenaallSbreSs8^pracodura^iol"? °dr"'™sdali,e Proceedings, including reputational damage, 
saury Drenches, and procedural vtolattono, oigndioantly impacting her career, well-being, and legal right

pursuant to evidencVcode jutaial notice 452 Mhe case v?u298300 ofTf ((„akltiff *ou,d like to take judicial notice

pr^ which further supports the Pontiffs case against CaX^d^

process anTthe^pportunl^ to conS foTmeCntel exam aS9 desplte evidence showing she was denied due 

authority to review the hearing officeri decSoneport oflhe^ The fal,ed
Board, 190 Cal.App.2d 1, 3 (Cal. Ct. Apei 1961S andP".e OecIslonJFrost v. State Personnel 
breaching hipaa, warrant setting aside the ordt! to protecSnteiZoHh^'"9 re,,ianCe °n inadmissib,e evidence 
district failed to eastablished just because attorney general behed S°eSS (reC°rd °n appeal p9 4122-4127)„ 5th 
away opportunity to contest the Board’s orderftha^were issued withnXeJ •Order. ? W,ate r,aZ dUe process rlght and took 
obtaining order) wite modono or. rogues! ter' ho^g SsXan' SZSCZffi

roped ofthe
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Cal.ADD.5th at o 1-^g) "inrrmineS lf1fir| Claim mat fs]h9 Wflfi deprive 9f duo pmfiffiH Of law." iFettnathnr sunm 17

to extraordinary drcumstanS indS?he^ Riaz rec>Uesled a continuance due

SX"a,s not 'mmuna ,rom an“""st ’"Wto". *5 c«v£XZ^ZS^rc^Sis/ as

XatorXX'e3ra^ as merategal conclusions. despite evidence or

misconduct. Including breaches oteonMenteW.HIPM ±^“a'a^artes-Rta pr“"8d <*■'"• *
act The^T^'T'reputafon- Tlw admlnlsu^liverecord support’he? case °'hina?missibl.e «vlaonce. which impacted her 
act. These actions, driven by anti-competitive motives fall undeS?™. i ’ 5°win9 no vlo,ations of the dental practice 
compliance with federal frse-msrw safeguards (racorf --------

shWd actions violadng Shusttaw The sftDisScoirt Clalfflstl "ral slala-acll°" immunity does not
tactual allegations as iegal conclustonl n^ cfe'ms by misr/aractXg bar

. . . tanuve evidence and context that warranted thorough Judicial scrutiny,
raised da,ms regarding Judicial disqualification mungs based on her due process rlghte violation;

interest in the case led to Ns tellura to recuse himself despite personal

wa,Tanfng reversal of nJllngstoensurofa?rneass<enda|mpartaiilvfrecnrrtnnXtrenie|C'raJ,nStanCSS<lBmonetrat®e®ctuatb'ao>
* ano impartiality (record on appeal pg5 4051-406Z, 4122-4127).

^ndard for ^cwfthmder Code ofg ^'8 fenlflfl her the favorable low-burdan

to meet a Significantly highe standardo recu^i on 170,1 S|lddlV'SI,?n fo)(R) |||). This erroro ced the appellant
or motions to disqualify fudge Hillman andcounseTcSe! torTer SStl addreooin9 ^io,aI blaa ThedSl
on appeal pgs 4051-4062). urther hl9hll9h‘s procedural errors and abusa of authority (record

and whistleblower retaliation, which impa^pubHc0^^^^^?^^^1 C°nC0fn8, including judicial religious bias
Violations Of due process and First Amendment righj as °fJUStiCQ- Th6Se issUes ^Olve
pgs 2444-2478). (Catchpole v. Brannon, eupm, 3e<Si,ApSh pt p 24?)°f P°b ° Safety a"d corrup,,on (record on aPP®al

c;ng^s ™ ^nellato rinhfs and Pubi.-C confident:B ln thB l[lrtlrlan,
the judiciary and the protection of civil, constitutional and Pm,ai i m'0'?? a8’ hi9hl,9htln9its inWt on public confidence in 
whistleblower, asserts her riaht to netitinn tho n ’ l. r 9hts. The petitioner, an ophthalmology patient and in court proceedings. This case underXis the ZpoTncetf0^’80'’d.'031'0 K°r relaliation while Parting as a witness 
4001-400Z, 41ZZ.4127), unaerec°res the .mportance of safeguarding public Interest and justice (record on appeal pgs
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ABSUMENTS PRESENTED TO APPEAL COURT- 

:LXT.aprX"aWe f°r reVi“,h° °rW™'MArcb 12 25 ) pgs .09-221 a„d „uda, ,n

that ItlOT l» an ArError And Was |a F»™ P™J™ ™4r,T* r8°°r<l On ™Ml °° *I»-41W I alUg.rt

J ------"tvi'.ftjwAini <823-283fl.;>fl6l-anns g-n 5JJ .-,nn ,.T/iaeB rpcora on anneal-oqg| 4 •S94.13ffP-1421.14??-1567.156B.2ffp1^-2Q95.209c.224.[|2409-2411

Petitioner removed Errors in FacRs «< r

lsSgs§s~B=^ 
^isis===aga, 
PeSBonerremovedfrom mia W" ','m,tn nlalnllff

DISCUSSION:

.... d g attorney Fees. Section Discussion Res Judicata and <SS . Defendant Motion was not timely, Section Error in 
pebbon in order to comply with rules of brief comprise of 40 Mots H^nr m?' Trial not 'air<Witf">ol Jury) from ibis
review in toe ongmel peB„on(Bted MA,eh 12 25 ) pg 129-150^n“o2<"’CUKi°n a,a“e** 

0°^ln nnv Id1???u|"'n y '^Lm ,allml 10 "ntebl|eP IhM A-mine Hillman Is In —■ .. .. . .

3041 ’305°4)Motion to preserve (recordon appeal tQ d|snWflltflLgQMn5fil(record on appeal
Involved In the controversy of the rrj3( see PP J )MQilQD to Continue Due to Judge hillman nersonal interest
2861.3005,349-534.1380-1421,1422-1567,1568.2085-2095,2096-2241,2409-24

Sth district judges Is In error when failed to establish that Judnn miimnn  . iU r patient/member of public/consumer alleges Defendan^^nntrSt^ r ? ^aled the faCt thal Plaintiff 1 ophthalmology 
before filing motion to strike pursuant to CCP S 435 5 let failed i ai 1° comp*y Wlth meet and confer requirement 
telephone(2)5 days or any time befo e wHh the nieFnit l° made 9ood faith effort to meet in person or by

resolves the objections to be raised in the motion to strike 6 PUrP°Se Of determinin9 if an agreement can be reached that

appeal SSSB-AOoTthat"Plaintiff ^ophtoXK ^h96 T1™30 concsalsd the fact ln nov 23 ruling (record on
ophthalmology pafent/member of public/consumer alleges in Response to defendant cantrell
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(seePlalntlff RaaponZ. To me7oTo« 2^MHsee^d’onTpXl SiXS)™™'''

hmman^d <„ _
1 A «i»h HI MWUM»ren< oiaiqiin rgflugsrefl on Oct 29 23 and.mentioned below:

andhtefindings„er9„ormal.|5nop,a„a“"ates^Xt 5tiSlhalexaminedeyes 
n^dan, to evidence coda Melal notlce 452 pgs

opnWmofogy H.thr.cn concealed ma faot lhat p^,

defendant Cantrell wh the fact that Plaintiff alleges that "Plaintiff did nnt°n Charge for ,he offlce visit". Sth district judges

petition. >" ,68-™ ~ No: F067504 P«fcd tn sS«X“Vd^

Judge HluSANPEeRrkf

I 49 534,1380-1421,1422-1567,1308.2085-2095.2006-2241,2409-2411):

A:Error not establish breach of Contract not 
with this court rules.However error is available for review In the orinin^H 6 ° oS?frOm this pe,ition in order t0 comply wen as No: F087504 brief filed in ^d^^ MArch 12 25) Pg 182-185^

hlQ' 1 7 f™ mlS nSllllnn ln °raW 10 “"W »W> ™t»« »f the court However error k evadabte tor revtew ,n the ongtnal pSlltton(filed MArch 12 25) pg 188-214 and crucial in revSgTws peZn
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right) C 2' attGmptto obstruct official proceeding) .i^usC^SZ^fconspIracy against

-Judge hillman did nnt nnt mpntinn tho fQ„te ,n

s====S^
S=B“£3^s==- 
government official and are reooXd f 9 .Or?anlzed cr,me involving eleven cantrell ludal h?i ‘influence court Proceedings 
2 23, Exhibit B Petttfm. nU°r cr,minal investigation.! See P ainHff ‘J„9 h,llman and 'aw enforcement or

evS^%"£T™
Severe (April 2024) tor the followlnp cauM. of „lio’T ° " "* B",ara‘’ aSalnst <">’endanl Larocca and Raoul 
SS.fi?"!lf!haa!11’ ■ Fa" Neoll8enee,elourioue9|laX P?±Including for filing false declaration

SnsDlracvl^^

nZZ777 P3S 2,5'217We" “ " F087504 ““ h a"d ™ Pell.cn.

Penionnl Intern; Inynfred in the mnimversv nt the a...MiriDoiicndnn^mennancI Josh^Dan
cersona^^nnnacity as emnLyee of Citv of °fflGPr ^ltV of Vlsalia ln thoir nffiftial and

sssssess 
XX
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?’9,8?'part ,ha clv" Kioto AcFtfiaVp™|fwou'wnte^SSi'lS?*? ?*U C.0DE CIV- PRO-5 527>'42 usc- 

KS SXIX?49wph 362 and P9 48
tot place brought ’ «LAPP ’I1"°ndSlapp M°"on ln ,ha
ooven^t official such co co„!plrator m lhls casefTe^^

pr* «,.«« ro»u". .°..r'l'-'“h°Se P™acy breached b> conspiratorial anti, °.Xm° ■*° baf '^"S In mailer of public safety 
SeumSJou^wben™-S?,?"?", wl,!’zh<i '"*“"',a ■■to.i^.

Of public and consumer caSTto*a “’g”81’'ln lhis case m april 2024) when PlainWOnhT? ?mplaW «“2p8300

S^BSS-
p^'minaUo^r^XfiSiona^nej  ̂ IIED^R Tr °J aCti°n inc,udin9 Medical Malpractice,

Rights Act or 2020 (CPRA).Heaith insurance Porteb ?y and Accountahii^ a 7 7?«L°ucn as Dy v,0,at,n9 of California Privacy 
Principle v AMA Code, violating Confidentiality of MX?fn£S ’ Satin9 AMA Eth,cs violating ?
defendant cantrell conduct was exercising free speech Court is error h f nd™ d»' man ? 'n error es,ablishin9 
patient information to third party(fraud/prohlbited oracticeJn smalld 9 defendant cantrGl1 conduct of disclosing hl3

MfeAd bo^rt otoredtohXXe?nlo” "?men"°ned “"h'S 
public view see F087504 brief tiled In sth districtI roLrbPg 50° “d by <fe,endant Can,rel1 °" ophthalmology patient from

Police Officer/ Invest^^aator from tha nnntXq73rd mfr .j'f9 mBV frorT> tpa attorney general office, Joseph Tippins-
fiTedI in 5thdistXt Jpg 69 d nhfprn,n ■<See“
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."Plaintiff requested Preservation of the record on Medical malpractice(res judicata/as it relate to small claim)(see pg 156 of 
FAc),IIOD (see FAC pg 197), Conspiracy (see Fac pg184), retaliation(see FAC pg 197), fraud (Pg 203), breach of fiduciary 
duty(see FAC pg 168),discrlmlnatlon(res Judicata/as It relates to small claim), defamatlon( where it pertains to small claim 
case) against Defendant Cantrell for Future Appeal, (see record on appeal 2426-2633- See F087504 brief filed in 5th district 
court PgPg 80

Judge hillmao-failed to eaiblished that the Sate defendens were not able to proceed to revoke or suoend lisence on the 
cailemt of QPthalmolQflV. if in first placed not Involved themselve in act of breach ophthalmology Patient Privacy right ( 

■California Privacy Rights Act of SQ20), (CPRA), patient confidentiality (Confidentiality of Medical Information Act (CMIA) and 
HIPAA breaeilfHealth Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996) by consoirinafConsoiracv to interfere with Civil 
filflbiS-42 USC $1985.18 USC. S1512K. 18 USC S241)_with ophthalmologist of Patient/Plaintiff for Pretextual witness 
tampering and intimidation of court witness in public health and safety matters and obstruction of justice purposes and based 
on above Violation initate oroceeedino under section 820 (hidden from plaintiff until obtained psycological exam order, act not 
authorized by law, beyond the scope of the state defendant employment duly, not a discretionary act and outside the scope of 
employment duties, not proceeded in administrative board following due process, has no legal standing in administrative 
board and no jurisdiction in issuance of business and profession code section 620) and Instead of vacating unlawful disputed 
order, conitued (accural of causes of action ) above (not authorized by law, beyond the scope of the state defendant 
employment duty, not proceeded in administrative board following due process, has no legal standing in administrative board 
and no jurisdiction In issuance of business and profession code section 920).actions by bringing" Accusation" to 
suspend/revoke license of Patient of opthalmology/consumer and member of public, therfroe immunity under S 818.4 public 
entity, S 821.2 and Government Code section 821.6.(record on appeal pgs 4343-4399,4399-4435 See F087504 brief filed In 
5th district court Pg 95

XThe state defendant harmed the patient/consumer and violated section code 1600 by violating dental practice act when 
breach ophthalmology Patient Privacy right (California Privacy Rights Act of 2020), (CPRA), patient confidentiality 
(Confidentiality of Medical Information Act (CMIA) and HIPAA breach(Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 
1996) by conspiring(Conspiracy Civil Rights 42 USC $1985,18 USC, S1512K, 18 USC S241)) with ophthalmologist of 
Patient/Plaintiff for Pretextual wltnass tampering and intimidation of court witness in public health and safety matters and 
obstruction of justice (18 use section 1512(c) (2)) purposes and further based on above violation Initiate proceeding under 
section 820(hidden from plaintiff to obtained order from psychological exam from board president license dentist / alan 
felsenfeld and harmed Patient/Plaintiff violated section code 1600. See F087504 brief filed in 5th district court Pg 96 

.Due to no active supervision JflPOflted negligent acts: Incompetence, extreme departure from applicable professional 
standards. acis..of dishonesty, end antiepmpgtltlve activity harm consumers, patients and members of the public, MBC and its 
Division Of Licensing (DQQ.foiM fo regulate licensure of Physicians and the Division of Medical Quality (DMQ) failed tn 
nvestiqate. OVBfSee.enforce and adept disciplinary decisions in violation of Business and Professions Code section 2227 is 
liable for all the causes of action including causes of action barred bv ludoe hillman on around 2 such as (1) Medical 
malpractlce/negllgence(2) Vicarious liability against MBC (FAC. at p. 164-166)(3) Professional negligence (4) Breach of 
fiduciary duty(5) Unreasonable restraint of trade (6) Anti-competitive law violations(7) Sherman Act antitrust violations (8) 
Unfair competition under Business and Professions Code section 17200 11) Conspiracy ((12) Defamation (13) Intentional 
infliction of emotional distress(14) Punitive damaaeslS) Retaliation in violation of Labor Codo »oot.on(-i7) Poroonoi injury 
(FAC at pp. 202-230); (18) Fraud (19) Privacy right violation and twenty-one .Section 1983 whistleblower laws, In particular,42 
U.S.C. §1983, part of the Civil Rights Act of 1871: See F087504 brief filed in 5th district court Pg 95-96

Medical Board of California Is a seml-autonomous occupational licensing agency within the state Department of Consumer 
Affairs (DCA). MBC consists of MAJORITY)of MBC's members California-licensed physicians violated the state bus and prof 
code 2004. Pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 109(a), MBC and Its members failed to make licensing and 
enforcement decisions on complaint of Patient Privacy right (California Privacy Rights Act of 2020), (CPRA), Patient 
confidentiality (Confidentiality of Medical Information Act (CMIA) and HIPAA breach(Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act of 1996) and eonspiring(conspiracy against united states) act of steven cantrell: See F087504 brief filed in 
5th district court Pg 96,97

Because the state defendant employees of the government agencies conduct such as violating Patient Privacy right ( 
California Privacy Rights Act Of 2020), (CPRA). patient confidentiality (Confidentiality or Medical Information Act (CMIA) and 
HIPAA bfeaCh(Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996) by conspiring(conspiracy against united states) 
and based on above violation inltiate(hidden) proceeding under section 820 to obtain order for examination (without
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jurisdiction on patient of ophthalmology/consumer public, based on inadmissible evidence obtained by violating patient 
dentalTranIS °UttSlde sc°f® of defendant normal employment duties and in violation of medical practice act and 
dental practice act) are not immune, it follows that the state agencies Dental Board Of California, DOJ, Medical board of 
rnS,Hah„ConSUme|r k °f Callf°rnia coHeet'vely known as .State defendant themselves are also not immune.and liable for 
CndP ifs Of employment for which that employee,is not immune and in violation of Gov.
Code,] § 815.2, subd. (b). See F087504 brief filed in 5th district court 97,98

Judge Hillman is in error, abuse authority and showed biased when established'The submission of information to 
the Dental Board, as a matter of law, did not implicate Plaintiffs license, ability to practice or cause Plaintiff any 
harm other than having to respond to the Section 820 Order, a condition of her license. (Id. at 1346-1348.)” (Pg 4 
of Nov 14 23 ruling), and based on concealing facts including disregarding California Privacy Rights Act of 2020 
(CPRA),Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 .Defendant violated AMA Ethics code,Principle 
iv AMA Code,.Defendant violated Confidentiality of Medical Information Act (CMIA), fraud,, Will Full 
Negligence„Breach Of fiduciary Duty, caused unreasonable restraint on trade, Conspiracy 18 USC S1512K, 
$15212(C)(2), 18 USC S241, Defamation, Intentional infliction of emotional distress,, Retaliation, breach of 
contract, Personal injury, violation of constitution, See F087504 brief filed in 5th district court Pg 72

VERIFICATION:

I am Petitioner Samreen Riaz in this case. I have read the above declaration filed with the 
opening Petition and know its contents. The facts alleged in the Declaration are within my own 
knowledge, and I know these facts to be true. I declare under penalty of perjury that the 
foregoing is true and correct and that This verification was executed on the 3istday of July

2025 in Visalia, California.
Samreen Riaz: Dated: 8 21 25
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Conclusion

Plaintiff prayer for relief: Court should Direct the lower court to
Reverse the Supreme court of California error, abuse discretion and order striking Petition (S289777)) Review on March 28 25 for 
not resolving jurisdiction conflict arising and in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment's due process protections.
Reverse the 5th district court opinion on appeal in a case No: F0870504 which has Incorrect Date on Opinion When 
Opinion Not Issued on 12/2/24 and when opinion given on feb 3 25 as well as reverse invalid Remittitur on feb 3 25 as 
opinion never issued or served on on 12 2 24, in violation of 14th amendment amendments,due process.
Reverse the Tulare Superior Court showed error, bias and abused its discretion in the ruling on Dec 5 23 
(record on appeal 4051-4062), Nov 15 23 (record on appeal 3398-4003) and a ruling on August 22-23 
Anti Slapp Motion(record on appeal 2774-2789)
Reverse the Dental Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California erroneous and 
abuse of discretion in Order Denying Order on reconsideration.
Compensate Ophthalmology patients under imminent domain (see Boom Co. v. Patterson (1879) when 
deprived of property or for economic injury?
Reverse the .Dental Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California erroneous and 

abuse of discretion in Decision And Order(dated August 2nd 23).
Reverse the Administrative judge abuse of discretion and erroneously Propose decision and Order (dated 
June 20th 2023) based on Accusations that were brought on Aug 17 22?.(record on anneal 
4122-4127,4128-4131)
Reverse the Dental Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California erroneous and 
abuse of discretion issued Order compelling mental and physical examination(bus and prof code S820) on 
06/24/22 based on Petition to compelling mental and physical examination(bus and prof code S820) filed 
on 06/24/22 without serving copy ofPetition to compelling mental and physical examination before 
obtaining order.( record on appeal 4258-4265)
Reverse the Dental Board of California, department of consumer affairs, state of California erroneous and 
abuse of discretion issued “Notice of revocation due to non compliance with the evaluation” on Oct 13 23 
while pending WRIT OF MANDATE(1084-1097) ((ORDER -F086809)at the 5th District
Court.(4064,4063,4068-4069)
.Vacate the Decision to pay attorney Fees S1380 and Stay All the proceeding related to Anti Slapp Motion, Allow 
Attorney fees to Plaintiff from Defendant Cantrell for bringing frivolous Motion $2500. Vacate Aug 22 23 ruling based 
on demurred Res Judicata, Statue Limitation) as well as on frivolous Anti Slapp Motion.
The Court should Direct the Dental Board Of California,Department of Consumer Affair, and

Administrative Court to reverse all the erroneous and abuse of discretion rulings.Reinforce
Petitioner/ophthalmology patient, consumer member of public Dental License.

.Compel Discovery from defendant.
.Disqualify judge hillman.
.Compensate (see Boom Co. v. Patterson (1879)-Eminent domain)Petitioner/ophthalmology patient, consumer member of 
the public for her loss or deprivation of money or property or for economic injury (Kwikset Corp. v. Superior Court (2011) 51 
Cal.4th310,322.). ' ’
. Provide injunctive relief to Petitioner and compel the Dental Board Of California,Department of Consumer Affair, and 
Administrative Court and DOJ department to investigate and press charges to Complainant and co conspirator based on 
crime associated with conspiracy, Privacy right violation, hipaa violation and retaliation toward Petitioner/member of 
public/consumer/p

Orant certiorari to review Case No. S291238 in light of unresolved constitutional and jurisdictional violations and Declare invalid the closure of 
Case No. S289777 and Restore access to state-level petition review, recognizing the petitioner’s intent to pursue full appellate relief—not merely 
cert'oran and recognized that in case No. S289777 reconsideration and amended writ were timely filed but judicial review was obstructed.Confirm 
that clerk-issued rulings lacking judicial signatures do not meet review standards and cannot substitute merit-based adjudication and was 
unconstitutional where they substitute judicial Restore appellate access and merit review under due process and equal protection guarantees 
Apply equitable tolling and estoppel when necessary due to administrative interference. Provide all further relief deemed just and proper.
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